
     

    

  

  

  
  

     
      

   
   

  
   

   
      
       

        
     

   
 

 
  

 
  

        
 

 
  

 
       

    
 

   
   
   

 
   

      
  

  
      

    
       

   
    

 
 
 

CHAPTER 10: PUBLIC COMMENT AND RESPONSE
 

10.1 INTRODUCTION AND COMMENT DOCUMENT INDEX 

10.1.1 Process for Notification and Comment 

Western Area Power Administration (Western) involved a range of agencies, Tribes, and public 
constituencies in review of the Grapevine Canyon Wind Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft 
EIS). To prepare, postcards were mailed or emailed to approximately 350 entities prior to the issuance of 
the Draft EIS to ask if and how they would like to receive the Draft EIS. Upon issuance of the Draft EIS, 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency published a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIS in 
the Federal Register on July 23, 2010 (Vol. 74, No. 141, page 43161). The NOA also announced a 45
day comment period for receipt of comments. Locally, Western published a display ad and Coconino 
National Forest (Forest) published a legal notice in the Arizona Daily Sun with the NOA information, and 
announcements of two public hearings held on August 17 and 18, 2010, in Mormon Lake and Flagstaff, 
respectively. Western also provided notification of the issuance of the Draft EIS and the hearings to 
entities with email addresses. Compact discs and/or hard copies of the document were mailed to 108 
agencies, Tribes, organizations, and individuals. Copies of the Draft EIS were also available at the Forest 
Supervisor’s Office in Flagstaff, the Flagstaff and Winslow Public Libraries, and Western’s Desert 
Southwest Regional Office in Phoenix, Arizona. The Draft EIS was also posted on Western and Forest 
websites. 

10.1.2 Process for Tracking Comments and Responding 

Western received 15 comment documents (letters, emails, comment card, and hearing testimony) as of 
September 7, 2011. It received three additional agency documents as of September 13, 2010 and included 
these in its review. All materials are listed in Table 10.1-1, the Comment Document Index (Index), below 
and reproduced in Section 10.3. 

From the comment documents, Western identified and bracketed 126 substantive comments. Each 
comment was given a unique identifier consisting of a letter (describing the type of entity) and a 
sequential number. Each comment is listed in the Index at Table 10.1-1 below. Western organized the 
comments into three broad areas of interest and developed tables with the comments and agency 
responses: 

• Table 10.2-1 Project Description 
• Table 10.2-2 Resource Protection Measures (RPMs) 
• Table 10.2-3 Resource Analysis 

10.1.3 Finding Comments and Responses 

Use the Index, Table 10.1-1 below, to locate the comment response table and sub-topic where the 
comments are located. Within each table, sub-topics are presented in roughly the same order as they 
appear within the EIS. Specific comments are reproduced (either verbatim or summarized) in the 
appropriate Table along with the agency’s response. Some comments have been clustered because 
Western’s response is pertinent to the group. If there seems to be no response to the right of a comment, 
look above it for the relevant global response. Many comments resulted in changes to the Draft EIS in 
terms of factual content or analysis. In these cases, the location of the revision is provided both in a 
separate column and within the body of the response. Various acronyms are used to help keep the tables 
brief and precise. Here is a list for reference: 
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ABPP Avian and Bat Protection Plan 
AGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department 

APLIC Avian Power Line Interaction 
Committee 

ASLD Arizona State Land Department 
ATC Available Transmission Capacity 

Balancing Western Area Lower Colorado 
Authority Balancing Authority 

BA Biological Assessment 
BFD Bird Flight Diverters 

BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act 

BMPs Best Management Practices 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CO Carbon Oxide 

CO2 Carbon Dioxide 
CREDA Colorado River Energy Distribution 

Association 
CRSP Colorado River Storage Project 
CWA Clean Water Act 

Draft EIS Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA Endangered Species Act 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
Final EIS Final Environmental Impact 

Statement 
FSH Forest Service Handbook 

Forest Coconino National Forest 
Service 

GHG Greenhouse gas 

HPTP Historic Properties Treatment Plan 

Index Comment Document Index 

LGIP Large Generator Interconnection 
Procedures 

MET Meteorological Tower 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

mph Miles per hour 
MW Megawatt 

MWh Megawatt hours 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NERC North American Electric Reliability 

Corporation 
NGO Non-governmental Organization 

NLCD National Land Cover Database 
NOA Notice of Availability 
NOx Nitrogen Oxide 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

OASIS Western’s website 
OATT Open Access Transmission Service 

Tariff 

PA Programmatic Agreement 
PM10 10-micron particulate matter 
ROD Record of Decision 
RPA Rural Planning Area 
RPM Resource Protection Measure 

SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 
SRP Salt River Project 

TES Threatened and Endangered Species 

USACE United States Army Corps of 
Engineers 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife 
Services 

Western Western Area Power Administration 
WECC Western Electricity Coordinating 

Council 
WTG Wind turbine generator 
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Comment Document Index 

TABLE 10.1-1 
COMMENT DOCUMENT INDEX 

Commenter 
Document 
Number 

Comment 
Date 

Table 10.2-1 
Proposed Project 

Table 10.2-2 
Resource Protection Measures 

Table 10.2-3 
Resource Analysis 

Meteor Crater Enterprises Inc. B-1 8/16/10 B-1.1 - Visual Resources 

Mr. Ty Rock C-1 8/18/10 C-1.1- Site Access 
C-1.2- Decommissioning 

Mr. Ty Rock C-2 8/24/10 C-2.1- Site Access 
C-2.2- Site Access 
C-2.6- Post-Construction 

Restoration 
C-2.8- Decommissioning 
C-2.10 - Project Feasibility 

C-2.3 - Minimizing Wildlife 
Impacts 

C-2.4 - Pre-construction 
Wildlife Surveys and 
Post-construction 
Monitoring Studies 

C-2.5 - Mortality Mitigation 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 
Phoenix District 

F-1 8/15/10 F-1.1 - Biological Resources – 
Assessment of Impacts 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Arizona F-2 9/8/10 F-2.1 - Trench Work F-2.3 - Biological Resources – 
Office F-2.2 - Use of Guy Wires Assessment of Impacts 

F-2.5 - Migratory Bird F-2.4 - Biological Resources – 
Protection Raptors and Other Birds of 

F-2.6 - Scheduling Concern 
Construction and F-2.7 - Biological Resources – 
Operation Assessment of Impacts 

F-2.8 - Golden Eagle F-2.10- Biological Resources – 
F-2.12 - Pre-construction Assessment of Impacts 

Wildlife Surveys and F-2.11 - Biological Resources – 
Post-construction Raptors and Other Birds of 
Monitoring Studies Concern 

F-2.13 - Facility Design F-2.27 - Biological Resources – 
F-2.14 - Pre-construction 

Wildlife Surveys and 
Raptors and Other Birds of 
Concern 

Post-construction 
Monitoring Studies 

U.S. Department of Interior, Office of 
the Secretary 

F-3 9/10/10 F-3.1 - Biological Resources – Bats 
F-3.2 - Biological Resources – Bats 
F-3.9 - Biological Resources – 
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Comment Document Index 

Commenter 
Document 
Number 

TABLE 10.1-1 
COMMENT DOCUMENT INDEX 

Comment 
Date 

Table 10.2-1 
Proposed Project 

Table 10.2-2 
Resource Protection Measures 

Table 10.2-3 
Resource Analysis 

Raptors and Other Birds of 
Concern 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 9 

F-4 9/13/10 F-4.1 - Project Description 
F-4.2 - Alternatives 
F-4.25 - Decommissioning 

F-4.10 - Ground Disturbance 
F-4.11 - Golden Eagle 
F-4.13 - Golden Eagle 
F-4.14 - Pre-construction 

Wildlife Surveys and 
Post-construction 
Monitoring Studies 

F-4.15 - Pre-construction 
Wildlife Surveys 
and Post-
construction 
Monitoring Studies 

F-4.16 - Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

F-4.18 - Migratory Bird 
Protection 

F-4.19 - Migratory Bird 
Protection 

F-4.3 - Water Resources – Wetlands 
F-4.4 - Water Resources – waters of 

the U.S. 
F-4.5 - Water Resources – waters of 

the U.S. 
F-4.6 - Water Resources – waters of 

the U.S. 
F-4.7 - Water Resources – waters of 

the U.S. 
F-4.8 - Water Resources – waters of 

the U.S. 
F-4.9 - Water Resources – waters of 

the U.S. 
F-4.10 - Water Resources – waters 

of the U.S. 
F-4.12 - Biological Resources – 

Raptors and Other Birds of 
Concern 

F-4.17 - Biological Resources – 
Assessment of Impacts 

F-4.20 - Air Quality – Emissions 
Analysis 

F-4.21 - Air Quality – Emissions 
Mitigation 

F-4.22 - Air Quality – Climate 
Change 

F-4.23 - Cultural Resources – Gov’t 
to Gov’t Consultation 

F-4.24 Cumulative Effects-
Arizona Wildlife Federation O-1 9/7/10 O-1.1 - Big Game O-1.2 - Water Resources – Wetlands 
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Comment Document Index 

Commenter 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 

Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Arizona Game & Fish Department 

Document 
Number 

O-2 

S-1 

S-2 

TABLE 10.1-1 
COMMENT DOCUMENT INDEX 

Comment 
Date 

Table 10.2-1 
Proposed Project 

Table 10.2-2 
Resource Protection Measures 

Table 10.2-3 
Resource Analysis 

9/7/10 O-2.1 - Scope of Resource 
Protection Measures 

O-2.3 - Pre-construction 
Wildlife Surveys and 
Post-construction 
Monitoring Studies 

O-2.4 - Facility Design 
O-2.5 - Facility Design 
O-2.6 - Facility Design 
O-2.7 - Facility Design 
O-2.8 - Scheduling 

Construction and 
Operation 

O-2.9 - Scheduling 
Construction and 
Operation 

O-2.11 - Big Game 
O-2.12 - Scheduling 

Construction and 
Operation 

O-2.14 - Minimizing Wildlife 
Impacts 

O-2.17 - Revegetation 
O-2.18 - Scope of Resource 

Protection Measures 

O-2.2 - Biological Resources – 
Assessment of Impacts 

O-2.15 - Biological Resources – Big 
Game 

O-2.16 - Biological Resources – 
Assessment of Impacts 

8/11/10 S-1.1 - Air Quality – Emissions 
Analysis 

S-1.2 - Air Quality – Emissions 
Mitigation 

S-1.3 - Air Quality – Emissions 
Mitigation 

9/1/10 S-2.6 - Project Description S-2.2 - Pre-construction 
Wildlife Surveys and 

S-2.1 - Biological Resources – Bats 
S-2.7 - Biological Resources – 
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Comment Document Index 

Commenter 
Document 
Number 

TABLE 10.1-1 
COMMENT DOCUMENT INDEX 

Comment 
Date 

Table 10.2-1 
Proposed Project 

Table 10.2-2 
Resource Protection Measures 

Table 10.2-3 
Resource Analysis 

S-2.26 - Site Access Post-construction 
Monitoring Studies 

S-2.3 - Pre-construction 
Wildlife Surveys and 
Post-construction 
Monitoring Studies 

S-2.4 - Minimizing Wildlife 
Impacts 

S-2.5 - Pre-construction 
Wildlife Surveys and 
Post-construction 
Monitoring Studies 

Raptors and Other Birds of 
Concern 

S-2.9 - Cumulative Effects 
S-2.10 - Biological Resources – Big 

Game 
S-2.11 - Biological Resources – 

Raptors and Other Birds of 
Concern 

S-2.12 - Biological Resources – Bats 
S-2.13 - Biological Resources – Bats 
S-2.14 - Biological Resources – Bats 

S-2.8 - Golden Eagle 
S-2.18 - Use of Guy Wires 
S-2.19 - Pre-construction 

Wildlife Surveys and 
Post-construction 
Monitoring Studies 

S-2.20 - Big Game 
S-2.21 - Facility Design 
S-2.22 - Scheduling 

Construction and 
Operation 

S-2.23 - Revegetation 
S-2.24 - Revegetation 
S-2.25 - Trench Work 

S-2.15 - Biological Resources – Bats 
S-2.16 - Biological Resources – Bats 
S-2.17 - Biological Resources – Bats 

White Mountain Apache Tribe Heritage 
Program 

T-1 7/27/10 T-1.1 - Cultural Resources – Gov’t 
to Gov’t Consultation 

Hopi Cultural Preservation Office T-2 9/7/10 T-2.5 - Alternatives 
T-2.8 - Alternatives 
T-2.9 - Project Description 

T-2.6 - Golden Eagle T-2.1 - Cultural Resources – 
Analysis of Impacts 

T-2.2 - Cultural Resources – Gov’t 
to Gov’t Consultation 

T-2.3 - Cultural Resources – 
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Comment Document Index 

Commenter 
Document 
Number 

TABLE 10.1-1 
COMMENT DOCUMENT INDEX 

Comment 
Date 

Table 10.2-1 
Proposed Project 

Table 10.2-2 
Resource Protection Measures 

Table 10.2-3 
Resource Analysis 

Analysis of Impacts 
T-2.4 - Cultural Resources – 

Analysis of Impacts 
T-2.5 - Cultural Resources – 

Analysis of Impacts 
T-2.7 - Biological Resources – 

Assessment of Impacts 
T-2.10 - Biological Resources – 

Assessment of Impacts 
Navajo Nation T-3 9/30/10 T-3.1 - Cultural Resources – Gov’t 

to Gov’t Consultation 
T-3.2 - Cultural Resources – Gov’t 

to Gov’t Consultation 
Colorado River Energy Distributors 
Association 

U-1 9/7/10 U-1.1 - Western’s Actions 
U-1.2 - Western’s Actions 
U-1.3 - Western’s Actions 

Salt River Project U-2 9/7/10 U-2.1 - Western’s Actions 
U-2.2 - Western’s Actions 
U-2.3 - Western’s Actions 

Irrigation & Electrical Districts 
Association of Arizona 

U-3 9/7/10 U-3.1 - Western’s Actions 
U-3.2 - Western’s Actions 
U-3.3 - Western’s Actions 
U-3.4 - Western’s Actions 

TOTALS 25 47 54 
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Proposed Project Comment Responses 

10.2 COMMENT RESPONSE TABLES 

Western identified and bracketed 126 substantive comments. Each comment was given a unique identifier consisting of a letter (describing the type of entity) and 
a sequential number. Western organized the comments into three broad areas of interest and developed comment response tables: 

• Table 10.2-1 Project Description 
• Table 10.2-2 Resource Protection Measures (RPMs) 
• Table 10.2-3 Resource Analysis 

TABLE 10.2-1 
COMMENT RESPONSES – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

F-4.1 

The commenter recommends more detailed information 
on the proposed wind park including layout and design, 
so that environmental impacts may be more fully 
evaluated. The commenter recommends that, if the 
information is not available, publication of the Final EIS 
should be delayed or additional alternatives that 
encompass the full range of potential layouts, sizes, and 
numbers of wind turbine generators should be evaluated. 

Figure 2.2-3 
Table 2.2-4 

Environmental impacts were fully evaluated based on a maximum disturbance 
estimate or maximum level of impact for the EIS. In response to comments received 
on the EIS, Foresight has provided a preliminary layout plan for the wind park that 
is described in detail in the Final EIS (Figure 2.2-3). For the environmental impacts 
analysis, resource specialists analyzed the range of potential impacts per resource for 
the up-to-500 MW wind park study area, which encompasses approximately 
100,000 acres. The anticipated land disturbance and other impacts were addressed 
in the Draft EIS and are included in the Final EIS, based on the disturbance 
estimates in Table 2.2-4. The preliminary layout plan was designed to minimize 
and/or avoid impacts to resources including biological, cultural and Waters of U.S. 
As a result, additional sensitive resources have been identified in the wind park 
study area and additional efforts were made to minimize or avoid impacts. The 
preliminary layout plan reflects consultation with Federal and State agencies for 
biological and cultural resources, and potential Waters of U.S. Additional biological 
resource studies are being completed prior to final infrastructure micro-siting, in 
consultation with United States Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) and the 
AGFD. The studies would further inform efforts to avoid and minimize avian and 
bat impacts from the wind project. Similarly, additional pre-construction cultural 
resource surveys would be completed to avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive 
resources. The wind park study area encompasses almost 100,000 acres of private 
and State trust lands and substantially exceeds lands anticipated to be disturbed for 
the various wind park facilities. The anticipated land disturbance and other impacts 
are addressed in the Final EIS for the 500 MW project, with breakouts for many 
impacts for the up-to-250 MW phases. For example, if fully built out to 500 MW, 
construction is expected to temporarily disturb 2,050 to 2,193 acres and permanently 
disturb 555 to 570 acres of land. The large study area allows for micro-siting at the 

S-2.6 

The commenter requests additional description of 
project timeline and phasing and suggests it is not clear 
how concurrent construction of facility components 
described in the Draft EIS will be applied to Sites A, B, 
and C, or the exact extent of construction for phases 1 
and 2. The commenter further requests additional 
discussion of the expected construction activities for the 
250 megawatts (MW) versus the 500 MW build-out 
scenarios. The commenter recommends clarification of 
the project timeline to allow for two full years of data 
collection for all three study areas before construction in 
any study area begins. 

T-2.9 

The commenter considers the Draft EIS to be too 
general given the proposed project is phased, and the 
proposed project area is oversized. 
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Proposed Project Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-1 
COMMENT RESPONSES – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

final construction design level so that facilities can be located to avoid resources and 
minimize impacts if feasible. The final project area, including the exact location of 
wind park facilities, would be determined during final project design for each 
construction phase.  The preliminary layout plan incorporated in the Final EIS 
indicates the location of the initial and subsequent phases.  The initial phase of 
construction would include the transmission tie-line, interconnection switchyard, 
step-up substation, operations and maintenance facility, primary site access road, 
service roads, and collector lines in addition to the wind turbines to provide the 
contracted energy.  Subsequent phases would construct additional wind turbines, 
service roads, and collector and transmission lines.  The discussion of construction 
activities in the Final EIS was revised in response to comments received to better 
indicate the phased nature of construction.  Each phase would not exceed 250 MW; 
at full build-out the wind park would not exceed 500 MW. The size in MW of each 
phase would be determined by a power sale contract.  The number and model of 
wind turbine generators (WTGs) are typically determined by the MW contracted in 
the power sale contracts as well as wind resource, turbine availability, and cost.  As 
of the Final EIS, the project had not received a power purchase contract, thus the 
project construction timeline could not be provided.  However, construction of the 
initial wind project phase is expected to require 12–18 months.  As an example, if 
the two Federal agencies issued records of decision by the end of 2011, and 
Foresight acquired a power purchase contract, then construction could begin in late 
2012. 

ALTERNATIVES 

F-4.2 

The commenter recommends that the alternatives 
analysis in the Final EIS be expanded to include either 
alternate site locations to the proposed wind park or on-
site alternatives that demonstrate a reduction of impacts. Section 2.6 

Section 2.2 

Western has noted the commenter’s support for the No Action Alternative and this 
comment will be taken into account in Western’s decision on whether or not to grant 
Foresight’s interconnection request. Based on the commenter’s recommendation to 
develop an additional alternative for the development of the proposed wind park, 
Western has revisited its alternatives analysis.  Based on the comment, Western has 
updated the EIS in Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated.  Regarding 
the project's proposed general location, as described in Section 2.2, wind energy is 
supported for additional economic development for ranchlands and working 
landscapes in the Diablo Canyon rural planning area (RPA).  This local guidance 

T-2.5 

The commenter supports the No Action Alternative and 
recommends Western and the Forest Service develop an 
alternative that defines the project area as study area A 
and eliminates study areas B and C from further 
consideration. 
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Proposed Project Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-1 
COMMENT RESPONSES – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

T-2.8 

The Draft EIS has no alternatives other than the 
Proposed Alternative and alternative transmission lines, 
and is therefore inadequate pursuant to National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

was adopted by the Coconino County Board of Supervisors as an amendment to the 
Coconino County Comprehensive Plan in August 2005 (online at 
http://coconino.az.gov/comdev).  This location was evaluated by Foresight for wind 
resource analysis, proximity to transmission, and ability to secure real property 
rights on contiguous lands suitable for wind energy generation.  Regarding the 
consideration of on-site alternatives, resource specialists analyzed the range of 
potential impacts per resource for the up-to-500 MW study area and the preliminary 
layout plan was prepared to minimize and/or avoid impacts to resources.  As a 
result, sensitive resources have been avoided in multiple areas within the wind 
project study area.  The nature and location of many of these resources are not 
disclosed due to biological or cultural sensitivities.  Regarding agency actions, 
Western and the Forest Service have re-examined the alternatives to their proposed 
Federal actions and believe that the EIS adequately supports the Federal decisions 
which need to be made in response to the proposed Grapevine Canyon Wind Project. 
Foresight has used the results of the EIS process to reduce or avoid the wind park’s 
on-site impacts to the extent practicable. 

PROJECT FEASIBILITY 

C-2.10 

The commenter asks: Does the wind park actually 
produce sufficient electrical energy to offset the building 
of components, construction of the wind park, and 
completion of all the legal requirements? 

Yes. All development, manufacturing and construction elements are factored into 
the power purchase pricing. The output of the wind park over its life would produce 
significantly more energy than would be required to build it. 

WESTERN'S ACTIONS 

U-1.1 

Has Western determined that the underlying 
transmission system has sufficient transmission capacity 
to accommodate the power flows from this project with 
no [impacts to] reliability, transfer capability, or contract 
rights of existing uses? 

Section 2.1.1 

The Interconnection Feasibility Study, Interconnection System Impact Study, and 
Interconnection Facility Study demonstrate that as modified, reliability and service 
on Western’s transmission system will not be adversely affected by the 
interconnection. As explained in the EIS and in response U-3.2, the interconnection 
process and transmission service process are two separate and distinct processes 
within Western’s OATT. Foresight has no current transmission service request 
pending with Western. Upon receipt of such a request, Western will conduct 
additional studies to ensure that system reliability meets all required North American 
Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and Western Electricity Coordinating 
Council (WECC) standards; transfer capability is within allowed and acceptable 
limits; and all customers (existing and future) with firm transmission service rights 
are treated on a comparable/equitable basis, as provided for in Western's OATT. 
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Proposed Project Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-1 
COMMENT RESPONSES – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comment Revisions at Response 

U-1.2 

Have transmission and system studies been completed, 
and if so, what are the findings? Are there system 
upgrades or additional facilities necessary to 
accommodate the project? 

Section 2.1.1 

Western has completed the evaluation of Foresight's large generator interconnection 
(LGIP) request. The LGIP Facilities Study Report was provided to Foresight on 
March 24, 2010, and included a Good Faith Cost Estimate of $19,830,000 for 
Western to design and construct the substation facilities necessary to connect 
Foresigh's LGIP facility to Western's transmission lines. 

U-1.3 

The Socioeconomic portion of Table 1.4-1 incorporates, 
by reference, comments made by Colorado River 
Energy Distribution Association (CREDA) during 
scoping and refers to sections 2.7, 3.7, and 3.9. 
However, those subsequent sections do not specifically 
address the submitted comments. 

Sections 2.7, 3.7 and 3.9 do properly speak to the socioeconomic impacts of 
Foresight's facilities in the EIS. They do not address the specific transmission 
service related questions raised by these comments since that is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. As for the operational concerns raised in the comments, when Western 
conducted the Interconnection Feasibility Study and System Impact Study, system 
conditions were modeled and it was determined that system reliability would not be 
detrimentally impacted. Further, Western has no plans for integrating the 
intermittent resource from Foresight's LGIP facility into the Western Area Lower 
Colorado Balancing Authority (Balancing Authority), and Foresigh has indicated 
that it has no interest in integrating this resource into the Balancing Authority. 

U-2.3 

The commenter notes that Chapter 1 claims that 
responses to previously submitted socioeconomic 
comments are provided in Sections 2.7., 3.7, and 3.9. 
However, none of the commenter's previously submitted 
comments [8/7/09] are addressed. 

U-2.1 

According to Western's OASIS site, no firm long-term 
transmission rights are available on the Glen Canyon– 
Pinnacle Peak path in the southbound direction, and 
adequate northbound rights for the proposed full build-
out of the project to 500 MW will not be available until 
2019. The commenter believes that the EIS does not 
explain how Western would be able to support project 
objectives. 

The availability or absence of long-term firm transmission rights posted on 
Western's OASIS site does not mean that potential customers cannot make requests 
for transmission service that may not appear to be available. When Foresigh 
submits a transmission service request to Western, it will be processed in accordance 
with Western’s OATT. 

U-2.2 

Given the limited number of parties subject to 
renewable energy standards that could take delivery 
from the project at Glen Canyon, and given the lack of 
transmission rights available to support delivery to 
Pinnacle Peak, the EIS does not explain how Foresight's 
stated objectives could be met. 

In the event that facilities need to be constructed to satisfy a request for Firm Point
To-Point Transmission Service from Foresight's LGIP facility, and Foresigh is 
willing to pay to construct these facilities, Foresigh can obtain delivery rights to 
Pinnacle Peak. Otherwise, while the Colorado River Storage Project transmission 
system footprint basically ends at Pinnacle Peak, the transmission system footprint 
of the Balancing Authority extends on several transmission systems throughout 
Arizona and on to Nevada and southern California, allowing customers access to sell 
power to most utilities throughout the southwestern U.S. 

U-3.1 

Western proposes to modify its transmission system 
with the addition of the switchyard and the 
interconnection to the Glen Canyon–Pinnacle Peak lines 
based on the completion of three studies 

In conducting the Interconnection Feasibility Study and the Interconnection System 
Impact Study, Western conducted power flow studies, stability studies and short 
circuit studies to analyze various combinations of system conditions. All of these 
studies are well recognized and are "standard" studies conducted within the utility 
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Proposed Project Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

U-3.2 

U-3.3 

U-3.4 

TABLE 10.2-1 
COMMENT RESPONSES – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comment Revisions at Response 
[Interconnection Feasibility Study, Interconnection 
System Impact Study, and an Interconnection Facilities 
Study]. It asserts that there is no description of, analysis 
of, or cumulative analysis of any impacts to existing 
customers or to system reliability based on the studies. 
Discussion of system reliability and customer impacts 
should also be assessed in the analysis of irreversible 
and irretrievable commitments of resources because the 
project would be in place for at least 25 years. The 
commenter also notes that the studies mentioned are not 
listed in the references section. 

industry for analyzing the impacts of interconnections to existing systems. None of 
the conducted studies indicated any type of detrimental impact to Western's ability 
to make delivery to existing customers or honor its contractual obligations to 
existing customers. In addition, none of the studies indicated any detrimental impact 
to Western's meeting its reliability standards or adhering to NERC/WECC 
Guidelines/Standards. There was no evidence of irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources. 

The Draft EIS takes a piecemeal approach to 
environmental analysis because: Details, requirements, 
and environmental impacts for any other system 
improvements are unknown at this time, since they 
would be dictated by the on-going transmission service 
studies... [that] may identify additional upgrades needed 
to accommodate the transmission service needs. The 
commenter asserts that the analysis of environmental 
impact under NEPA should fully address both the 
approval of interconnection and the granting of 
transmission service. 

The interconnection process and transmission service process are two separate and 
distinct processes within Western's OATT. Any facilities that are required in order 
to effectuate the interconnection of Foresigh’s generating facility to Western's 
transmission system are part of the "interconnection process". In this instance, there 
are no additional transmission facilities that are required in order to interconnect 
Foresight’s generating facility to Western's transmission facilities – only new 
substation facilities are required. Had transmission system modifications or 
additions been required as part of the interconnection process, the NEPA process 
would have included these facilities. In the event that transmission system 
modifications/additions are required in order to meet a subsequent request for Firm 
Transmission Service from Foresight’s generating facility, a separate NEPA process 
will be initiated and conducted for these facilities. 

The Draft EIS states that:  If any needed transmission 
system modifications are identified after the completion 
of the EIS, Western and the Forest Service would 
address the environmental impacts of these 
modifications in accordance with regulatory 
requirements. The EIS goes on to state that:  The 
transmission lines have capacity available to transmit 
additional electricity...The commenter points out that 
the statement does not say how much or in which 
direction or whether the existing capacity can carry the 
generation contemplated by the proposed project. 

Section 2.2 

The EIS should not have included the statement: the transmission lines have 
capacity available to transmit additional electricity. The EIS should have indicated 
that the availability of transmission capacity can only be determined by observing 
Western's OASIS site. Corrections to the Final EIS have been incorporated into 
Section 2.2 per this comment. 

Western must analyze the effects of providing 
transmission service to the proposed project because the 
project purposes cannot be accomplished without such 

Section 2.1.1 
Western's OATT includes processes for both interconnecting generating projects to 
Western's transmission system as well as for making a transmission service request 
to use Western's transmission system for making power deliveries. Both processes 
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Proposed Project Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-1 
COMMENT RESPONSES – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

transmission service. The effects may be direct, are separate and distinct, with different steps, timelines, monetary deposits, etc. A 
indirect, or reasonably foreseeable future effects. request for interconnecting a generating facility does not require that a simultaneous 
Western has no choice but to complete the transmission- request be made for transmission service, nor does a request for transmission service 
related studies, analyze the environmental impacts, imply that a corresponding request for an interconnection must be made. While it is 
including socioeconomic impacts to existing obvious in this situation that the generation from this project cannot get to any 
contractors, and report them. Western may need to market without using Western's Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) 
republish a Draft EIS if the impacts are significant. transmission system, there is nothing in Western's OATT that compels Foresight to 

make a transmission service request simultaneously with its request for 
interconnection. While the interconnection process includes a NEPA process, the 
transmission service request process for a new generation resource may or may not 
require a NEPA process. Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to provide 
this clarification. 

SITE ACCESS 

C-1.1 

The commenter understands closing the area for 
construction–for the safety issue, of course–but has 
difficulty with the operation phase of the project. The 
commenter asserts that the public was told at the public 
scoping meeting that it would have access to the entire 
project after the completion of the construction. The 
commenter would like clarification on that. 

Foresight would consult with the Forest Service, ASLD, private landowners and the 
County regarding public safety and access during construction phases. A newly 
constructed access road would provide access to private and State trust lands for 
which the ASLD anticipates issuing a non-exclusive right-of-way for the project, 
grazing lessees, and private landowners. Access to certain portions of the wind 
project would be restricted for public safety and project security; for example, the 
step-up substation and operations/maintenance facility.  In addition, Western's 
interconnection switchyard, located on Forest Service-managed lands, would be 
restricted from public access.  Following construction, it is expected that public use, 
including recreation and hunting, would generally continue as it has historically, 
subject to state law and potential private land limitations that are not associated with 
the wind park. 

C-2.1 

The commenter is concerned about controlling access 
because locked gates on private parcels may preclude 
entrance into public lands. 

C-2.2 
The commenter asks, who would monitor access to the 
wind park [during construction to avoid unauthorized 
public access] and how? 

Foresight, through its prime construction contractor, would monitor access to the 
wind park construction area. This is typically done via a staffed sign-in station. 
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Proposed Project Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-1 
COMMENT RESPONSES – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

S-2.26 

The commenter requests Foresight discuss any 
limitation on access to state and private lands with 
AGFD as access into these lands are crucial in meeting 
hunting objectives, especially for elk and pronghorn. 

Table 2.7-1 

Foresight consulted with AGFD regarding hunting access. Once the construction 
timeline and project area per phase are identified, Foresight would prepare a Hunter 
Education and Access Plan in coordination with AGFD.  It is anticipated that this 
plan would include a public notice regarding construction activities and timeline, 
written notice to pronghorn and elk hunting permittees for Unit B, and a sign-in 
kiosk at public access points to the construction project.  In addition, the Forest 
Service anticipates  erecting a three-panel kiosk at the intersection of FR125 and 
Lake Mary Road  that it would use to place information about construction or public 
access, especially as it would apply to construction of Western’s proposed 
switchyard and the proposed transmission tie-line on Forest Service-managed lands. 
Generally, public use, including recreation and hunting, would continue as it has 
historically, subject to state law and potential private land limitations that are not 
associated with the wind park. 

POST-CONSTRUCTION RESTORATION 

C-2.6 

The commenter asks: What entity will oversee post-
construction reclamation? Will the public have input? 
What consequences will there be to the permittee for 
non-compliance? 

Table 2.7-1 

The Forest Service right-of-way for the transmission line and switchyard would be 
managed under a special use permit with terms and conditions that are included in 
the Forest Service's decision of this EIS.  If the terms/conditions of the special use 
permit are not met, then the Forest Service can issue a non-compliance notice. 
Based on the levity of the non-compliance situation and response (or lack of 
response), the Forest Service could revoke a special use permit for non-compliance. 
In situations where resource damage may be a result of a non-compliance with the 
permit terms and conditions, the Forest Service can address the situation and bill the 
special use permittee.  The private landowner also has post-construction reclamation 
provisions in the land lease agreement with Foresight that would be implemented 
per the executed lease agreement per project phase. 

DECOMMISSIONING 

C-1.2 

The commenter remembers hearing at the public 
scoping meeting that there would be a decommission 
bond that would be required before any construction 
could be started on the project. The commenter stated 
that the EIS specifically indicates that that wasn't even 
addressed. The commenter would like clarification on 
that as well. 

Section 2.2.1.5 
Section 2.2.2.5 

Decommissioning provisions are a typical term in land rights agreements, and are 
expected to be included in the required jurisdictional permits from the Forest Service 
(FS special use permit), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD right-of-way 
easement), and Coconino County (conditional use permit). Decommissioning 
provisions include stipulations for post-construction and non-compliance.  For 
example, the Forest Service special use permit has standard language for removal of 
improvements that states, “Prior to abandonment of the improvements or within a 
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Proposed Project Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-1 
COMMENT RESPONSES – PROPOSED PROJECT 

Comment Revisions at Response 

C-2.8 

The EIS suggests that, if the project is decommissioned, 
the facilities may be removed and areas of disturbance 
may be reclaimed. The commenter is concerned with 
the understanding of the word may [emphasis original]. 

reasonable time following revocation or termination of this authorization, the holder 
shall prepare, for approval by the authorized officer, an abandonment plan for the 
permit area.  The abandonment plan shall address removal of improvements and 
restoration of the permit area and prescribed time frames for these actions.  If the 
(permit) holder fails to remove the improvements or restore the site within the 
prescribed time period, they become the property of the United States and may be 
sold, destroyed or otherwise disposed of without any liability to the United States. 
However, the holder shall remain liable for all costs associated with their removal, 
including costs of sale and impoundment, cleanup, and restoration of the site.” On 
trust lands administered by ASLD, a standard provision of the right-of-way 
agreement for a wind energy generation facility requires the grantee to, “Remove 
from the Subject Land all above-ground Windpower Facilities, equipment, and any 
other personal property of Grantee, all in a commercially reasonable manner that 
minimizes injury to the Subject Land; Reclaim and surrender the Subject Land in a 
condition at least as good as the condition in existence on the Commencement Date 
(subject to ordinary wear and tear and damage by fire or other casualty); Restore 
all Subject Land disturbed by Grantee, or any permitted sub-Grantee or assignee, to 
a condition and forage density reasonably similar to its original condition and 
forage density; and Complete, as reasonably required, all leveling, terracing, 
mulching and other reasonably necessary steps to prevent soil erosion, to ensure the 
establishment of suitable grasses and forbs, and to control noxious weeds and pests, 
in areas of the Subject Land that were disturbed by Grantee."  Further, "If Grantee 
fails to remove from the Subject Land any of the Windpower Facilities, or any of 
Grantee’s equipment or other personal property as required, then Grantor may 
remove the Windpower Facilities or any of Grantee’s Personal Property and restore 
the Subject Land. Grantee shall reimburse Grantor for all reasonable costs of 
removal and restoration actually incurred by Grantor." Foresight also has 
decommissioning and post-construction reclamation provisions in the land lease 
agreement with the private landowner that would be implemented per the executed 
lease per project phase. 

F-4.25 

The commenter recommends that the Final EIS identify 
bonding or financial assurance strategies for 
decommissioning and reclamation of the project site 
using a 25-year life span. 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

SCOPE OF RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

O-2.1 

While the Draft EIS proposes some limited mitigation 
and RPMs for the project, they are limited to the 
proposed switchyard and tie-line. We believe this scope 
is too narrow as the project is clearly dependent on 
utilizing the public’s lands and the public’s transmission 
lines. The impacts of the overall project should be 
considered and mitigation included. 

Table 2.7-1 

The commenter maintains that the RPMs that were provided in the Draft EIS were 
only for the transmission tie-line and switchyard.  However, RPMs for the up-to-500 
MW wind park and associated impacts were described in the Draft EIS.  Table 2.7-1 
includes RPMs for all elements of the project based on the NEPA requirement to 
evaluate and disclose the potential environmental impacts of all elements of a project 
regardless of land jurisdiction. 

O-2.18 

The commenter encourages a broader consideration of 
the overall impacts of this project due to the fact that the 
public lands and transmission system are integral 
components of it moving forward. Consideration of 
minimizing the impacts on the state and private lands 
and any mitigation should be included. 

Section 2.6 

While NEPA does not mandate agencies to mitigate adverse environmental impacts, 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1500.2(f) 
authorize agencies to use all practicable means, consistent with the requirements of 
the Act and other essential considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance 
the quality of human environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects 
of their actions upon the quality of the human environment. In accordance with the 
CEQ NEPA regulations, mitigation includes minimizing impacts by limiting the 
degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation and by reducing or 
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during 
the life of the action (40 CFR Section 1508.20). These types of mitigation would 
avoid or reduce adverse impacts to wildlife and are consistent with the project’s 
approach to mitigation.  First, Foresight has designed and located the wind park 
facilities in a remote location in a manner that avoids and minimizes impacts.  For the 
Final EIS, Foresight provided a preliminary layout plan that avoids or minimizes 
impacts of the wind park to biological, cultural, potential waters of the U.S., and other 
sensitive resources.  For example, on Federal land, much of Foresight’s tie-line route 
overlaps, or is adjacent to, already-disturbed lands. Also, Western's interconnection 
switchyard was located to avoid or minimize impacts to biological and visual 
resources.  The primary access road was designed to minimize land disturbance. 
Additionally, Foresight committed to RPMs to reduce adverse project effects from 
the proposed wind park and transmission tie-line.  Western and the Forest Service 
have committed to RPMs for the proposed switchyard and the transmission tie-line 
located on Forest Service-managed lands.  Western and the Forest Service have 
addressed the potential impacts of all elements of the proposed project regardless of 
land jurisdiction. 

GROUND DISTURBANCE 

F-4.10 The commenter recommends that ground disturbance be 
minimized in ephemeral washes to reduce impacts. 

Section 
3.6.2.2 

Consistent with the comment, ground disturbance would be minimized in ephemeral 
washes and waters under Federal jurisdiction to reduce impacts. Where crossings are 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

Potential damage that could result from the disturbance constructed, culverts and low water crossings would be utilized to maintain the flow 
of flat-bottomed washes includes adequate capacity for conditions to the downstream reaches. Energy dissipation treatments would be 
flood control, energy dissipation, sediment movement, constructed where erosive conditions may exist as indicated by discharge resulting 
and high-value habitat for desert species. from storms up to and including the 100-year storm event. A narrative was added to 

the Final EIS (see Section 3.6.2.2) that describes a three-tiered approach to 
minimizing impacts consistent with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) wetland regulations. The tiered 
approach uses:  1) avoidance as the primary mechanism to limit impacts to 
jurisdictional waters, and where feasible other water features; 2) configuration of 
development to minimize the quantity of jurisdictional waters and other water 
features impacted where avoidance cannot be achieved; and 3) engineering controls 
to further limit impacts where practicable. 

REVEGETATION 

O-2.17 

The commenter appreciates that the Draft EIS outlines 
the need to minimize soil disturbance and limit 
opportunities for the spread of invasive plant species. It 
strongly supports measures to revegetate with native 
endemic species and encourages consideration of these 
measures in all areas of the project. 

Table 2.7-1 
Section 
3.2.2.2 

As stated in the Draft EIS, Foresight would, “use BMPs described in Forest Service 
Handbook (FSH) 2509.22 during construction and operation, including revegetating 
disturbed areas with native grasses and forbs.” These practices would apply to the 
proposed transmission tie-line on Forest Service lands. Foresight would also adhere 
to Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the proposed transmission tie-line that are 
expected to be reflected in the Forest Service’s Special Use Permit, which may 
include BMPs for managing infestations as specified in Treatment of Noxious or 
Invasive Weeds on the Coconino, Kaibab, and Prescott National Forests within 
Coconino, Gila, Mojave, and Yavapai Counties, Arizona (see Appendix C in the EIS). 
The wind park and transmission tie line located on ASLD lands would be in 
compliance with items pertinent to soils and invasive plant species in its right-of-way 
easement with the ASLD. Western would ensure that all construction vehicles and 
equipment for the construction of the switchyard would be sprayed before initial 
ingress onto National Forest Service lands. A high pressure hose would be used to 
clear the undercarriage, tire treads, grill, radiator, and beds of any mud, dire, and 
plant parts that may potentially spread the seeds of noxious plants.  If revegetation is 
required by the Forest Service in its Special Use Permit issued for the switchyard, 
Western would use seed mixtures as recommended by the Forest Service. 

S-2.23 

AGFD requests that disturbed sites be monitored for 
multiple years to ensure that cheat grass (bromus 
tectorum) does not become established. In the event it 
does, annual-specific herbicides should be used to 
eliminate its occurrence. 

S-2.24 

The commenter recommends Monsen et.al. 2004, 
Restoring Western Ranges and Wildlands, for seeding 
techniques and species assemblages to revegetate 
disturbed areas. 

Grapevine Canyon Wind Project – Final Environmental Impact Statement Chapter 10-285 



 

     

 
    

 
     

 

 

 

    
  

 
 

 
  

  

   
 

   
 

 

     
   

    
   

  

  
 

 
    

   
 

  
   

    
 

  
  

 

 

  
    

   
 

   
  

 
  

   

 
 

 

 
  

  
     

  
 

Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

TRENCH WORK 

F-2.1 

The commenter supports project efforts to put the 
majority of power lines underground because it will 
reduce impacts to raptors. It recommends following 
trenching guidelines per AGFD. These include 
following existing disturbed areas; compacting soil in 
low areas at drainage crossings to reduce erosion; 
minimizing the amount of open trenches at any given 
time by working trenching and back-filling crews close 
together; trenching during the cooler months of 
October–March; avoiding leaving trenches open 
overnight; and where trenches cannot be back-filled, 
immediately, constructing escape ramps at least every 
45 meters to AGFD specifications (many specifications, 
therefore not listed here). 

Table 2.7-1 

The commenter’s support for underground power line installation is noted.  The 
collection system between wind turbines and to the step-up substation would be 
underground where feasible. The 345-kV transmission tie-line would not be located 
underground; facilities of this nature are located above ground.  RPMs were included 
in the Draft EIS to reduce impacts to raptors, and additional measures and 
refinements to the measures are included in the Final EIS.  These measures include 
following guidance of the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) 
Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines (2006) to minimize and 
mitigate risk of potential avian electrocutions along the proposed tie-line and any 
other overhead transmission lines associated with the wind park.  To minimize 
collision risk, recommendations of the APLIC 1994 document Mitigating Bird 
Collisions with Power Lines have been incorporated. 

Regarding the recommended trenching guidelines, Foresight would endeavor to 
conduct trenching, cabling, and trench filling concurrently. Where site conditions 
allow, Foresight would utilize a rockwheel trencher which simultaneously cuts open 
the trench, installs the cable and closes the trench.  Based on this construction 
method, it is expected that the majority of trenching would be back-filled on the same 
day, as recommended in the comment 

S-2.25 

The commenter recommends several standards be used 
for trench work. Trenches should be covered or back
filled as soon as possible and should always be covered 
overnight. Activities should be concentrated so that the 
area affected by digging or back-filling at any one time 
is as small as possible. Pits and trenches should be 
monitored often during and after construction. 
Incorporate escape ramps in ditches or fencing along the 
perimeter to deter small mammals and herpetofauna 
(snakes, lizards, etc.) from entering ditches. Escape 
ramps should be constructed at least every 90 meters. 
These can be short lateral trenches sloping to the surface 
at less than 45 degrees, or wooden planks extending to 
the surface. 

MINIMIZING WILDLIFE IMPACTS 

C-2.3 
The commenter asks: How does mitigation avoid 
adverse impacts to wildlife? Table 2.7-1 

In accordance with the CEQ NEPA regulations, mitigation includes minimizing 
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation and 
by reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

O-2.14 

Because the potential impacts to wildlife are so 
significant, the commenter asks that AGFD's Guidelines 
for Reducing Impacts to Wildlife from Wind Energy 
Development in Arizona be utilized for ensuring 
wildlife-friendly alternatives and be considered as part 
of the Final EIS. 

operations during the life of the action (40 CFR Section 1508.20). These types of 
mitigation would avoid or reduce adverse impacts to wildlife.  Western, the Forest 
Service, and Foresight have prepared a preliminary layout plan to avoid and minimize 
impacts to wildlife to the extent possible for the proposed switchyard, wind park, and 
transmission tie-line.  For unavoidable impacts, Foresight has committed to 
implement mitigation measures (also called RPMs in the EIS) which are intended to 
help offset projected impacts to wildlife.  AGFD lists 10 practices that avoid or 
minimize impacts to wildlife in its Guidelines to Reducing Impacts to Wildlife from 
Wind Energy Development projects in Arizona. These measures are designed to 
avoid or minimize adverse impacts.  The RPMs in Table 2.7-1 incorporate these 
practices, to the extent feasible or applicable to the project and were updated for the 
Final EIS. Foresight will continue to work closely with AGFD during the 
development and implementation of an Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP). 
RPMs in the Final EIS (and included in the ABPP) would ensure that impacts to 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife species from project construction or 
operation are reduced or avoided to the extent feasible.  A post-construction 
monitoring plan would be implemented to monitor project effects on wildlife and to 
help inform Foresight to adapt its operations in consultation with the USFWS and 
AGFD if project impacts prove to be greater than anticipated. The duration of post-
construction monitoring will be addressed in the ABPP.  Currently, two years of post-
construction monitoring are planned. 

MORTALITY MITIGATION 

C-2.5 

The commenter asks: “How is the mortality of any 
protected species of bird or raptor mitigated?” 

Table 2.7-1 
Section 
3.2.2.2 

Foresight is voluntarily developing an ABPP in consultation with the USFWS and 
AFGD, which will provide for consultation during ABPP implementation and project 
operation.  Post-construction mortality monitoring would be conducted to evaluate 
effects to bird species and populations and determine if any changes to the 
operational practices should be considered. The adaptive management component of 
the ABPP will include a toolbox of operational practices and/or compensatory 
measures; individual practices would be implemented as needed if post-construction 
monitoring demonstrates that impacts are greater than anticipated. Post-construction 
results would be used to inform adaptive management measures implemented for the 
initial phase and siting decisions in subsequent phases. 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

MIGRATORY BIRD PROTECTION 

F-2.5 

The commenter states that the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) prohibits the taking of migratory birds, 
except as permitted by regulations. The Office of Law 
Enforcement focuses its resources on investigating and 
prosecuting individuals and companies that take 
migratory birds without identifying and implementing 
all reasonable, prudent, and effective measures to avoid 
that take. Companies are encouraged to work closely 
with the USFWS to identify available protective 
measures when developing project plans and/or avian 
protection plans and to implement those measures prior 
to or during construction. 

Table 2.7-1 
Section 
3.2.2.2 

The comment is noted and the RPMs in the Draft EIS include reference to the 
MBTA. In response to these comments, additional information on the impacts to 
migratory bird species was updated in the Final EIS (see Section 3.2.2.2). Foresight 
has worked closely with the USFWS and AGFD to develop RPMs for birds. 
Foresight is voluntarily developing an ABPP in consultation with the USFWS and 
AGFD. The ABPP will include operational practices to further minimize impacts to 
birds and bats.  Pre-construction studies have been conducted and additional studies 
are being completed prior to final micro-siting of wind park elements to help inform 
any further avoidance and minimization to be reflected in final micro-siting.  Post-
construction studies would be conducted to monitor bird and bat fatality rates 
resulting from operation of the wind park.  Post-construction results would be used to 
inform adaptive management measures implemented for the initial phase and siting 
decisions in subsequent phases. The adaptive management component of the ABPP 
will include a toolbox of operational practices and/or compensatory measures; 
individual practices would be implemented as needed if post-construction monitoring 
demonstrates that impacts are greater than anticipated. 

F-4.18 

The commenter recommends that Foresight work 
closely with USFWS in developing its ABPP and 
include a copy of the plan in the Final EIS. 

Table 2.7-1  
Section 

Foresight has been working closely with the USFWS on the ABPP subsequent to this 
comment. The ABPP will include operational practices to further minimize impacts 
to birds and bats. Pre-construction studies have been conducted, and additional 
studies are being completed prior to final micro-siting of wind park elements to help 
inform implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures included in the 
ABPP. The Final EIS includes an update of any new avoidance and minimization 
measures (see Table 2.7-1).  Post-construction monitoring would be conducted to 
monitor bird and bat fatality rates resulting from operation of the wind park.  Post-
construction results would be used to inform adaptive management measures 

F-4.19 

The commenter recommends Foresight adopt a formal 
Adaptive Management Plan to ensure the success of 
mitigation measures (to avoid the take of eagles for 
instance) and to provide flexibility to incorporate new 
information. The commenter further recommends that 
the agencies and Foresight review the discussion on 
Adaptive Management in the NEPA Task Force Report 
to the CEQ, Modernizing NEPA. 

3.2.2.2 implemented for the initial phase and micro-siting decisions in subsequent phases. 
An adaptive management plan will be included in the ABPP. 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

GOLDEN EAGLE 

F-2.8 

The commenter asserts that golden eagle (aquila 
chrysaetos) is a trust species missing from the Draft EIS 
that should be addressed more fully rather than left to 
discussion in the appendices. It is protected by the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). It 
recommends that an additional year of pre-construction 
raptor surveys be conducted in order to better evaluate 
the risk to golden eagles from the project. The 
commenter observes that the status of breeding golden 
eagles in the Southwest and other western states is 
uncertain but many experts believe the species is 
declining. Two “inactive” golden eagle nests were 
found during surveys in the spring of 2008. The 
commenter maintains that nesting by golden eagles 
tends to be cyclic, and during some years breeding pairs 
may occupy territories but not lay eggs. Even though 
the pre-construction survey data suggests that avian 
mortality overall would be average compared to other 
facilities, the conclusion does not take into account the 
species-specific probability of mortality which is very 
high for golden eagles. The commenter states that 
placement of turbines within four miles of prairie dog 
towns should be avoided until additional surveys can be 
conducted. 

Table 1.3-1 
Table 2.7-1 
Section 
3.2.1.2 
Section 
3.2.2.2 

The Final EIS has been updated regarding the golden eagle—refer to revised Sections 
3.2.1.2 and 3.2.2.2.  Additional surveys and evaluation for golden eagles are 
underway in consultation with USFWS. Spring nest surveys were conducted in 2011 
within ten miles of all project components per the Draft USFWS Guidance (2011). 
Foresight has considered the final Federal Advisory Committee recommendations 
(April 2010) and AGFD's Guidelines (2009) and is working in consultation with 
USFWS in regard to recent Federal draft guidance for eagles. Foresight is currently 
working with USFWS to develop implementation level details for RPMs and 
advanced conservation practices for eagles, and an ABPP is being developed in 
consultation with USFWS and AGFD.  Advanced conservation measures or practices 
may be developed to provide further implementation details.  Impacts would be 
monitored through post-construction studies that assess fatality rates resulting from 
operation of the wind park using carcass searches and bias trials to produce seasonal 
and annual fatality estimates, use studies, and nest monitoring. An adaptive 
management protocol will be included in the ABPP so that, if mortality is greater than 
expected, wind park operations may be modified, and future phases can be designed 
and constructed to further minimize impacts or to provide compensatory mitigation. 
Surveys to document other important wildlife, such as prairie dogs, were undertaken 
within sub-study area A and throughout the wind park study area. The methodology 
for these surveys has been discussed with the AGFD and USFWS. Two years of pre-
construction avian use surveys will be completed prior to construction of the initial 
phase as well as subsequent build-out phase(s) for the respective phase areas. Data 
from these studies will be used to inform final project micro-siting per phase to 
reduce and avoid impacts. The preliminary layout plan included in the Final EIS 
reflects placement of turbines to avoid prairie dog colonies. 

Regarding the comment on overall avian mortality, please see the response under the 
subsection on Migratory Bird Protection. 

F-4.11 
The commenter recommends identifying, in the Final 
EIS, specific measures to reduce impacts to eagles and 
comply with the MBTA and the BGEPA. 

S-2.8 

The commenter recommends consultation with USFWS 
to determine appropriate measures to address bald and 
golden eagles under the BGEPA, including the 
development of advanced conservation practices. 
Advanced conservation practices should address prairie 
dog towns, nest sites, and other factors affecting golden 
eagle movement and survival. The Act requires specific 
authorizations and RPMs not addressed in the Draft EIS. 

Grapevine Canyon Wind Project – Final Environmental Impact Statement Chapter 10-289 



 

     

 
    

 
     

  
 

 

 

  
   

  
    

 
    

 
    

  
 

  

 

 

  

 
   

    
 

    
  

   
   

 
 

 

 

   
  

 
    

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
    

   
   

    
    
     

 
 

Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

Status under the Act should be acknowledged for both 
bald and golden eagles throughout the document and 
standards established in the Act should be presented. 

T-2.6 

There are Hopi eagle shrines adjacent to study area A 
and the two-mile buffer zone. The commenter continues 
to be concerned about their potential mortality from 
500-foot tall wind turbines and asks how many eagle, 
raptor, and other bird mortality can be expected as a 
result of this project. The Draft EIS and project 
specifications should be revised to reflect new guidance 
in April, 2010 from USFWS, Wind Turbine Guideline 
Advisory Committee Recommendations, and AGFD's 
new Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Wildlife from 
Wind Energy Development in Arizona. 

F-4.13 

The commenter recommends that final decision 
documents commit the project to additional data 
collection and analysis to identify areas that are 
important to bald and golden eagles to avoid take and 
ensure proper siting. Section 3.2 

Subsequent to the comment being submitted, and in consultation with the commenter, 
additional surveys and evaluation for golden eagles within the wind park study area 
have been completed as reflected in the Final EIS. Foresight is consulting with the 
USFWS regarding additional data collection prior to final micro-siting to help inform 
avoidance and minimization to eagle impacts from the wind project. Western’s 
Record of Decision (ROD) will address additional data and analysis collection needs 
for the proposed switchyard in relation to minimization of eagle impacts. The Forest 
Service’s ROD will address data collection and analysis needs for the transmission 
tie-line and switchyard located on Forest Service-managed lands relative to 
minimizing eagle impacts. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

F-4.16 

The commenter encourages Western and Foresight to 
relocate, reduce, or eliminate portions of the project 
footprint that would adversely affect Threatened and 
Endangered Species (TES) or their potential habitat. 
Actions that should be considered include minimizing 
placement of turbines near prairie dog towns, tactical 
shut-down during critical hours of species activity, blade 

Section 
3.2.2.2 

A BA has been prepared as part of the consultation between Western, the Forest 
Service, and USFWS, concurrent with the EIS. The USFWS consultation is a 
separate process from the EIS review and addresses any project-related effects to 
listed species under the ESA. Western’s correspondence related to consultation with 
the USFWS under the ESA will be included in Appendix A if it is published before 
the EIS is finalized. In response to these comments, additional information on the 
impacts to migratory bird species was updated in the Final EIS (see Section 3.2.2.2). 

feathering/idling, reducing cut-in speeds, adjusting 
turbine speeds, and using radar technology to monitor 
for birds and bats. 

The commenter’s referenced actions have been considered and incorporated into the 
design and planned operations as appropriate and feasible.  The ABPP will include 
operational practices to further minimize impacts to birds and bats.  Pre-construction 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

studies have been conducted and additional studies are being completed prior to final 
micro-siting of wind park elements to help inform avoidance and minimization 
measures adopted in the ABPP. Post-construction studies would be conducted to 
monitor bird and bat fatality rates resulting from operation of the wind park.  Post-
construction results would be used to inform adaptive management measures 
implemented for the initial phase and siting decisions in subsequent phases. An 
adaptive management component will be included in the ABPP. The Preliminary 
Layout Plan included in the Final EIS reflects placement of turbines to avoid prairie 
dog colonies.  Relative to the other actions referenced in the comment, in consultation 
with the USFWS and AGFD, the ABPP will reflect a menu or toolbox of operational 
practices and compensatory mitigation and will address any impacts to TES species 
or their potential habitat. 

USE OF GUY WIRES 

F-2.2 

The commenter commends the project for avoiding the 
use of guy wires on Meteorological Tower (MET) 
towers. It recommends avoiding the construction of 
permanent met towers. If this is unavoidable, towers 
should be tubular or best available technology to reduce 
birds perching or colliding with the towers. Lights 
should be red or dual red-white and strobe-like or 
flashing, not steady burning lights, to meet Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements. Only a 
portion of the turbines should be lighted. Lights should 
flash synchronously. 

Table 2.7-1 

Up to 16 permanent met towers the height of the WTG hub would be installed within 
the wind park study area for the project built out to 500 MW (see Section 2.2.1.3). 
Met towers at this height are necessary to collect weather information at 
approximately the WTG hub height.  It is typically not possible to erect tubular un
guyed met towers of this height without extensive use of guy wire supports.  Guy 
wires are believed to be a source of avian fatalities, particularly in poor weather 
conditions (see Manville 2009; Winkelman 1995); thus, Foresight prefers to avoid 
them where feasible.  Therefore, lattice framed, un-guyed met towers would be used. 
Specific measures to reduce perching on lattice meteorological towers are not 
available at this time, but typical met lattice tower frameworks have limited areas 
suitable for perching raptors. Foresight is reviewing currently available, reasonable, 
deterrent measures to reduce bird perching on met towers.  Carcass searches would be 
considered as part of post-construction monitoring being developed through the 
ongoing consultation with USFWS and AGFD to develop the ABPP. 

Per FAA regulations (see Section 2.2.1.3) all structures associated with the project 
200 feet above ground level would be lit, including the permanent met towers. Flash 
duration and lighting intensity would be the lowest permissible under FAA 
regulations that is commercially reasonable. The lighting currently recommended by 
the FAA for installation on tall structures at commercial wind projects, such as wind 
turbines and permanent met towers, have not been shown to increase collision risk to 
birds and bats (Kerlinger et al. 2010; Arnett et al. 2008; Tidhar et al. 2010; Longcore 
et al. 2008; Manville 2009; Gehring et al. 2009).  For commercial wind energy 
projects, the FAA currently recommends using strobe or strobe-like lights 

S-2.18 

The commenter requests that met towers be un-guyed 
and free-standing (not lattice type). Where guy wires 
are necessary, it asks that Bird Flight Diverters (BFDs) 
be used. For towers that are on-site for more than one 
year, the commenter further recommends that carcass 
searches be implemented, especially during the bird 
migration period. All met tower locations should be 
provided to AGFD for use in its aircraft safety efforts. 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment Revisions at Response 
synchronously that produce momentary flashes interspersed with dark periods for up 
to three seconds in duration (FAA 2007).  Red strobe or strobe-like lights are used 
and this lighting has not been demonstrated in several studies to increase collision 
related bird and bat fatalities (see Avery et al. 1976 in addition to references listed 
above). Pursuant to FAA regulations all structures associated with the proposed wind 
park 200 feet above ground level would be lit as directed by the FAA, including the 
permanent met towers. Flash duration and lighting intensity would be the lowest 
permissible under FAA regulations that is commercially reasonable 

BIG GAME 

O-1.1 

The EIS states that construction may result in short-term 
changes in pronghorn movement or behavior if 
pronghorn occur in the project area during 
construction. A timing restriction on construction 
within summer pronghorn habitat, particularly the 
transmission line, should be implemented during the 
fawning season from April 15 through May 31 to 
mitigate potential impacts to pronghorn during this 
critical period. The rationale for this condition includes: 
a) tie-line, switchyard, and the wind park study areas fall 
within the range of the Anderson Mesa pronghorn herd 
that declined in recent decades as the result of habitat 
degradation and drought; b) the primary management 
issue for the Anderson Mesa herd is low fawn 
recruitment; c) approximately 63 percent of the 
transmission line corridor is grassland habitat and 
pronghorn likely occur in these areas particularly during 
the summer breeding season; and d) the Forest Service 
uses annual road closures on Anderson Mesa to reduce 
impacts to pronghorn fawning. 

Given the small acreage of grassland habitat impacted by the wind park transmission 
tie-line and switchyard, and the fact that this habitat type is abundant throughout the 
region, the Anderson Mesa pronghorn population trends and habitat viability would 
not be impacted by construction or operation of the tie-line and switchyard. Foresight 
is in consultation with AGFD regarding pronghorn, and would consult with AGFD 
regarding construction activities for the proposed wind park and transmission tie-line. 
Construction may result in short-term changes in pronghorn movement or behavior if 
pronghorn occur in the project area during construction.  The area is not within a 
major migratory corridor. Project location, siting, and selection of RPMs are 
intended to avoid or minimize impacts on wildlife, including migratory animals. 
Given the wind park's planning efforts and RPMs, potential impacts are judged to be 
short-term and not adverse. 

O-2.11 

The commenter requests that wind facilities be 
constructed in a season when animals are not migrating 
in areas where these facilities intersect with critical 
ranges or migration corridors of large mammals. 
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TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

S-2.20 
AGFD recommends that the project avoid construction 
during March 15 and May 31, if possible, since the 
project is located within pronghorn fawning habitat. 

PRE-CONSTRUCTION WILDLIFE SURVEYS AND POST-CONSTRUCTION MONITORING STUDIES 

C-2.4 

The commenter asks: “What is the purpose of post-
construction monitoring of wildlife?” 

Table 2.7-1 

A post-construction monitoring plan for the wind park study area is being developed 
to support the aims and objectives of the AGFD 2009 Guidelines and the FAC 2010 
Recommendations. There are several objectives of the post-construction monitoring 
studies for the study area:  1) to monitor the level of bird and bat mortality 
attributable to collisions with wind turbines on an annual basis at the site in 
comparison to other wind-energy facilities; 2) to provide a general understanding of 
the factors associated with the timing, extent, species composition, distribution, and 
location of the fatalities found at the site; 3) to determine if a relationship exists at the 
site between bat activity and bat fatalities; 4) to determine if a relationship exists at 
the site between bird use and bird fatalities; 5) to monitor raptor nest activity at the 
site; 6) to provide information to inform development of subsequent phases of the 
wind park; and 7) to provide scientific data to inform the Adaptive Management Plan 
for the initial phase. 

F-2.12 

The commenter strongly recommends that additional 
work be completed to assess the risk of avian and bat 
impacts. In particular, the project should be considered 
a Category 3 site per AGFD’s guidelines because of the 
number of proposed turbines and project size, presence 
of special status species such as golden eagles, and 
presence of prairie dog colonies that may concentrate 
raptor activity. The commenter points out, that as a 
Category 3 site, biological inventories for Sites B and C 
should be completed prior to construction in Site A. In 
addition, at least two years of pre-construction bird and 
bat data should be collected prior to construction at Site 
A with special attention to characterizing seasonal and 
spatial variability in species use. A post-construction 
monitoring plan to assess the impacts of operation on 
wildlife should cover at least three years of post-
construction operations. 

Table 2.7-1 
Section 
3.2.2.2 

Consistent with the comments, additional studies have been completed since the Draft 
EIS publication and additional studies are ongoing. Foresight would complete a total 
of two years of pre-construction avian and bat surveys for the initial phase area prior 
to construction of that phase. Foresight would complete a minimum of one year of 
pre-construction surveys within other portions of the wind park study area prior to 
construction of the initial phase. Surveys for bald and golden eagle nests were 
completed within a 10-mile buffer of all project components during Spring 2011. In 
addition, Foresight would complete a second year of pre-construction surveys for 
subsequent phase areas prior to construction of those phases. This would result in the 
completion of two years of pre-construction data in all developed portions of the wind 
park study area. Two years of post-construction studies would be conducted to assess 
bird and bat fatality rates resulting from operation of the wind park; fatality 
monitoring uses carcass searches and bias trials to produce seasonal and annual 
fatality estimates. In addition, post-construction use monitoring would be conducted 
concurrently for bats (using acoustic monitoring) and birds (using point-count 
methodologies) to replicate pre-construction surveys. Information collected during 
post-construction studies completed for the initial phase would inform siting and 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment Revisions at Response 

F-2.14 

The commenter recommends that the project complete 
post-construction bird and bat fatality monitoring for at 
least two years. It also recommends that all bats 
collected during mortality searches be offered as a 
donation to the American Museum of Natural History 
for their ongoing North American Bat Samples for 
Genomic and Stable Isotope Studies. 

adaptive management of subsequent phases as part of the ABPP being voluntarily 
developed in consultation with the USFWS and AGFD. Donation of bats collected 
during mortality searches to the American Museum of Natural History is being 
considered for inclusion in the ABPP and will be discussed further with the USFWS 
and AGFD. Post-construction monitoring duration will be addressed in the ABPP, 
currently under development in coordination with the USFWS and AGFD. 

F-4.14 

The commenter recommends conducting additional pre-
construction surveys of raptors and bats prior to siting 
turbines, including study areas B and C not surveyed 
previously. It advises enlarging the area of survey for 
raptors and observes that some studies cover ten miles. 

F-4.15 

The commenter recommends that the project commit to 
post-construction monitoring studies for at least two 
years, as described by the USFWS Wind Turbine 
Guidelines Advisory Committee. 

O-2.3 

Research over the past two decades has pointed to a 
number of siting and operational options that can greatly 
reduce wildlife impacts based upon where turbines are 
sited and when they operate. One such action is to 
monitor before and during construction and operation to 
identify and minimize bird and bat mortality. The 
commenter cites research to suggest that frequent 
surveying of footprint areas for dead birds and bats is 
important as they may quickly disappear due to 
scavengers. Monitoring should include a baseline 
analysis of the nocturnal migration of songbirds as well 
as any detected bat migration. 
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TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

S-2.2 

Prior to construction, at least two years of pre-
construction bird and bat data be collected with special 
attention to characterizing seasonal and spatial 
variability in species’ use. Pre-construction surveys for 
raptor use should be continued for at least one additional 
year (total of two years pre-construction per project 
area) as golden eagle nesting tends to be cyclic and 
during some years breeding pairs may not lay eggs in a 
territory. Other raptor species utilize more than one nest 
site between years, making multi-year surveys important 
for assessing impacts. 

S-2.3 Biological inventories should be completed for Sites B 
and C prior to construction in Site A. 

S-2.4 
A post-construction monitoring plan should be designed 
to assess the impacts of operation on wildlife consistent 
with AGFD's Wind Guidelines, Table 4. 

S-2.5 Foresight's plan for one year of post-construction 
monitoring is inadequate. 

S-2.19 

AGFD recommends acoustical monitoring of met 
towers across seasons with an emphasis on bat 
migration periods between August 16 and October 31 in 
order to assess met tower impacts on bats. 

Section 
3.2.1.2 

Acoustic monitoring of bats was conducted in 2007–2008; additional acoustic 
monitoring is being conducted throughout the wind park study area (see Section 
3.2.1.2). Specifically, acoustical monitoring at one met tower was conducted from 
June 26th to November 9th, 2007 and from April 12th to July 7th, 2008, capturing the 
migration period between August 16th and October 31st. Additional acoustic 
monitoring being conducted throughout the wind park study area includes additional 
acoustic monitoring at met towers. Few fatality monitoring studies have been 
conducted at met towers for bats in the U.S. To Foresight’s knowledge, no records 
exist of bat fatalities resulting from collisions with guyed or un-guyed met towers. 
Avian and bat avoidance and minimization and baseline analysis monitoring would 
be addressed in the ABPP, currently under development in coordination with the 
USFWS and AGFD. 

FACILITY DESIGN 

F-2.13 

The commenter observes that the goal of monitoring 
studies is to inform the turbine arrangement and 
operating schedules for the wind projects.  It states that 
negative impacts to raptor species can be minimized 
with tower configuration that uses clustering to 

Table 2.7-1 

Pre-construction studies have been conducted, and additional studies would be 
completed prior to final micro-siting to help inform avoidance and minimization to 
bird and bat impacts from the wind project. Turbine siting considerations include 
siting turbines at a minimum distance of 100 meters or more from canyon edges. The 
efficacy of using non-bladed pylons at string edges as a tool to reduce the likelihood 
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Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment Revisions at Response 
minimize gaps and that incorporates non-bladed pylons 
at string edges.  In addition, turbines sites on mesa rims 
should be placed at least 50 meters from the rim edge to 
minimize impacts to raptors. 

of raptor collisions at comparably sized and comparably located wind projects has not 
been proven based on literature reviewed to date. Nonetheless this practice may be 
considered or provided as an option in the Adaptive Management Plan of the ABPP 
being developed in consultation with USFWS and AGFD. Additional mitigation 
measures for raptors are included in Table 2.7-1 and would be included within the 
ABPP and within the Adaptive Management Plan. 

Regarding raptor nesting and migration corridors, the project avoids active and 
known nests, and the biological evaluation area is not a migration corridor. WTGs 
would not be sited within 100 meters of the rims of Grapevine or Diablo canyons to 
minimize potential negative effects to birds. 

S-2.21 

The commenter emphasizes the importance of flexibility 
in arranging and operating turbines so that impacts on 
wildlife can be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated. 
Tower configurations that cluster to minimize gaps and 
that incorporate non-bladed pylons at string edges would 
reduce negative impacts on wildlife. 

O-2.4 

Research suggests that by avoiding raptor nesting and 
migration corridors, raptor fatalities can be minimized. 
Through wildlife surveys, scientists can also identify 
where raptors spend their time searching for prey, and 
these areas can then be avoided for turbine placement. 

O-2.5 

The commenter also observes that research indicates it is 
valuable to avoid canyons, passes, and other migration 
pathways to minimize impacts. Valleys, swales, and 
low passes have been found to be used most by 
migrating birds and should be avoided. 

O-2.6 

The commenter requests that setbacks from windward 
rims be required. Various studies have shown high use 
by raptors of rim edge habitats. Required setbacks of 
100 meters for turbines can help reduce loss of raptors. 
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TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

O-2.7 

The commenter requests that turbines be sited in open 
habitats at least one mile from woodland areas in order 
to reduce the likelihood of bat mortality. The main bat 
species known to be affected by wind turbines are 
woodland species. It is particularly important to 
completely avoid any old growth forest areas. 

Direct impacts to old growth forestlands are not anticipated from development 
because there are no ponderosa pine stands in the wind park study area and less than 
15 acres (representing less than 9.01 percent of estimated ponderosa pine vegetation 
type National Forest lands within the project area) of early seral stage ponderosa pine 
within the location of the tie-line.  The Forest Land and RMP (1986, as amended) 
defines old growth forest based on the presence of large trees, presence of a number 
of large dead trees, adequate canopy cover within groups of trees, and presence of a 
number of large downed wood.  All of these criteria need to be met to define a stand 
as old growth. The project area does not include any ponderosa pine vegetation that 
meets any of these criteria.  Site visits of the project area documented that ponderosa 
pine which would be impacted include transition zone pine where small pine trees are 
encroaching within grassland habitat. Wind park components have been sited in the 
preliminary layout plan to reduce this impact.  While the bat species most heavily 
impacted by wind-energy projects include woodland species such as hoary bat, silver-
haired bat, and eastern red bat, those species are most heavily impacted during fall 
migration periods and available information is not conclusive as to whether bat 
mortality is associated with landcover or vegetation type. Please see Section 3.2.2.2 
of the EIS for additional information. 

SCHEDULING CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION 

F-2.6 

The commenter recognizes that the wind farm would 
operate 24 hours a day, 365 days per year. The 
commenter requests the project consider operational 
flexibility to allow particular turbines to be turned off 
during certain times to avoid negative impacts on 
wildlife, particularly migratory birds or bats. It further 
recommends that the operating schedule, its potential 
effects, and possible minimization measures be included 
in the ABPP currently under development. 

Section 2.2 
Table 2.7-1 

The adaptive management plan of the ABPP, being developed in consultation with 
USFWS and AGFD, will include a toolbox of operational practices and/or 
compensatory measures; individual practices would be implemented as needed if 
post-construction monitoring demonstrates that impacts are greater than anticipated. 
This toolbox may include curtailment strategies such as cut-in speed adjustments to 
reduce bat fatalities.  Pre-construction studies have been conducted and additional 
studies would be completed prior to final micro-siting to help inform avoidance and 
minimization to avian and bat impacts from the wind project.  Pre-construction 
studies results would be used to inform final micro-siting decisions for the initial 
phase.  Data collected during final design and post-construction from the initial phase 
would be used to help inform design and operations of later phases. O-2.8 

Research indicates that turbines should be shut down in 
late summer and early fall when bats are migrating and 
mortalities are highest. 

O-2.9 

The commenter requests that a minimum “cut-in” speed 
of six meters per second be required to avoid bat 
mortalities at slow turbine speeds. There is a correlation 
between bat mortality and turbine operation during light 
wind speed. 
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Resource Protection Measures Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-2 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Comment Revisions at Response 

S-2.22 

AGFD requests Foresight consider greater flexibility in 
its operating schedule than a 24/7 arrangement, to allow 
particular turbines to be turned off during certain times 
to avoid negative impacts on wildlife, particularly 
migratory birds or mammals. Curtailment strategies 
such as reducing cut-in speeds may reduce bat fatalities. 
Pre- and post-construction studies should be used in 
making determinations about turbine arrangement and 
operating schedules. 

O-2.12 

The commenter recommends that turbine areas be 
closed to vehicles and human use during the period of 
habitation by sensitive species of wildlife. 

The comment is noted.  It is not possible to close the area to vehicles or human use as 
the wind park is located on working ranchlands with a checker-board private and 
State trust landownership pattern.  However, the frequency of site visitation by wind 
park personnel during wind park operations is expected to be low, with most activity 
at the operations/maintenance building during the work week.  The project was 
located to minimize impacts to sensitive species habitat by avoiding sensitive species' 
habitat types as much as possible.  In addition, RPMs have been designed to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate project impacts to wildlife, and are included in the Final EIS. 
A post-construction study plan to monitor the effects of the project on wildlife and an 
Adaptive Management Protocol Plan are included in the ABPP being developed in 
coordination with the USFWS and AGFD. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

AIR QUALITY – EMISSIONS ANALYSIS 

F-4.20 

The commenter states that the EIS should contain a 
more robust analysis of emissions from construction, 
vehicle use, equipment use, and on-site electricity 
generation. 

Section 
3.5.1.2 

In response to comments received, an expanded, quantitative air emissions analysis 
was developed for the construction of the project. Earthmoving and tailpipe 
emissions from construction vehicles and equipment would produce air emissions for 
up to 18 months of the initial or subsequent construction phases. Fugitive emissions 
would result from land clearing; excavation for WTG and transmission tower 
foundations; roadway construction, and construction of the operations/maintenance 
building, step-up substations, and Western’s switchyard. Vehicular activity required 
to erect and cable WTGs and transmission towers would also produce fugitive 
emissions. The on-site concrete batch plant and one or more borrow pits would 
function as point sources of air emissions. Overall, construction emissions would 
vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of construction activity, 
the specific operations, and the prevailing meteorological conditions. Total 
emissions of 10-micron particulate matter (PM10) are estimated at 38 tons for an 18
month construction phase. Total PM10 for the same period is estimated at 93 tons 
with Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) estimated at nearly 51 tons and Carbon Oxide (CO) at 
nearly 22 tons. The Final EIS was updated in Section 3.5.1.2 to include the 
expanded, quantitative air emissions analysis. 

S-1.1 

The commenter states that the proposed project is 
located in an attainment area for PM10 and other air 
pollutants, and is likely to have a de minimis impact on 
air pollution. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

AIR QUALITY – EMISSIONS MITIGATION 

S-1.2 

The commenter recommends site preparation and 
construction measures to reduce disturbance of 
particulate matter, specifically to minimize land 
disturbance: suppress dust on traveled paths which are 
not paved through wetting, use of watering trucks, 
chemical dust suppressants, or other reasonable 
precautions to prevent dust entering ambient air; cover 
trucks when hauling soil; minimize soil track-out by 
washing or cleaning truck wheels before leaving 
construction site; stabilize the surface of soil piles; and 
create windbreaks. 

Table 2.7-1 
Section 
3.5.2.2 

The construction and operational phases of the proposed wind park would be subject 
to State of Arizona requirements to apply reasonable control measures to prevent 
dust emissions. The Draft EIS included RPMs to reduce the mass emissions of 
particles and visible emissions during construction of the wind park by restricting 
construction vehicular speeds on unpaved roadways to 25 miles per hour (mph) or 
less; applying gravel or other surface palliatives to unpaved areas and roadways; 
covering or otherwise shielding stock piles of soil or similar construction materials; 
and installation of vehicle track-out areas or wash-down areas to prevent fine dust 
from being tracked onto adjacent paved roads on Forest-managed lands. Additional 
RPMs for the proposed wind park added to the Final EIS would include frequent 
application of water or other surface palliative to active earthmoving areas and 
restriction of ground-disturbing construction activities during high wind events. 
Additional new RPMs for point-source emissions would include enclosing transfer 
points and water sprays or other palliative treatments to control emissions from 
material handling and loading activities; use of diesel engines that meet current EPA 
emissions performance standards (applicable to engines between 100-750 
horsepower); and use of ultra-low sulfur diesel fuels for all equipment for which such 
fuel is technically feasible to substantially reduce tailpipe emissions of Sulfur 
Dioxide (SO2) and PM10. Western, in managing the construction of the proposed 
switchyard, would ensure its construction contractor abides by air quality provisions 
in it construction specifications. 

S-1.3 

The commenter recommends site restoration measures 
to reduce disturbance of particulate matter, specifically 
revegetate any disturbed land not used; remove unused 
material, and remove soil piles via covered trucks. 

F-4.21 

The commenter recommends Foresight develop a 
Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan to incorporate 
all applicable requirements and additional measures to 
reduce emissions. Additional measures for fugitive dust 
source control, mobile and stationary source control and 
administrative control, as detailed in the comment 
document, should be incorporated in the final decision 
documents. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

AIR QUALITY – CLIMATE CHANGE 

F-4.22 

The commenter requests that the EIS assess how climate 
change could affect the proposed project and how 
project impacts could be exacerbated by climate change. 
It suggests quantifying and compiling the greenhouse 
gas emissions that would be produced by other types of 
electric generating facilities with comparable 
production, and comparing these values. 

Section 
3.5.1.2    
Table 3.5-1 

According to the 2009 report, Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States, 
climate-related changes have already been observed and are expected to grow. Rapid 
rates of warming are anticipated to lead to particularly large impacts on water 
resources and natural ecosystems. Water supplies are projected to become 
increasingly scarce while flooding events will become more frequent. Increasing 
temperature, drought, wildfire, and invasive species will accelerate the 
transformation of traditional landscapes. Climate change could exacerbate 
environmental impacts from the proposed project. Recent rapid warming trends in 
the southwest region would affect moisture content in vegetation, reducing forage for 
cattle and wildlife, and increase wildfire frequency and severity. These conditions 
would make revegetation of disturbed areas more difficult and impose an additional 
stress on wildlife. 

In terms of alleviating greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the proposed project could 
displace a small amount of Carbon Dioxide (CO2) emissions, between 205 and 495 
metric tons annually. Arizona's electric power industry generated just under 112 
million megawatt hours (MWh) of electricity in 2009 that required 53.5 million 
metric tons of CO2, the largest component of GHG emissions. As a whole, the 
industry required 0.48 metric ton of CO2 per MWh of electricity. A breakout of 
2009 industry emissions data by fuel source has been added to the EIS in Table 3.5
1. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS 

F-1.1 
While the proposed plan is adjacent to a small parcel of 
BLM land, it poses no resource concern. 

Comment noted. 

F-2.3 

The commenter asserts that two species, Chiricahua 
leopard frog (lithobates chiricahuensis) and the narrow-
headed garter snake (thamnophis rufipunctatus) have 
low potential to occur in the project area. The closest 
amphibian of concern to the project area is the northern 
leopard frog (lithobates pipiens) that occurs on 
Anderson Mesa. 

Section 
3.2.1.2 

In response to this comment, the Final EIS has been modified in Section 3.2.1.2 to 
state that USFWS provided comment that these species are not likely to occur within 
the project area or be affected by the project. 

F-2.7 

The commenter recommends that discussion of 
Chiricahua leopard frog (lithobates chiricahuensis) and 
the narrow-headed garter snake (thamnophis 
rufipunctatus) be dropped. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment Revisions at Response 

F-2.10 

The commenter noted that point count surveys were 
conducted during mid-day and therefore not 
representative of nocturnal species, passerines, or 
burrowing owls that forage early morning or late 
evening. It recommends that this information be 
included in the Final EIS and in the Avian Bat 
Protection Plan. 

The point count surveys previously completed at study sub-area A were conducted 
during "daylight hours" (Appendix D-1), starting as early as 7:00 a.m. and ending as 
late as 5:36 p.m., therefore, passerines or other birds that forage early morning or 
evening were accounted for in the survey.  Additional pre-construction bird use 
surveys would be completed throughout the wind park study area, including:  1) 
avian use surveys using a similar methodology to those completed during 2007-2008, 
2) breeding bird surveys completed during the early morning period at representative 
habitats for songbirds, and 3) surveys completed to detect nocturnally active species 
and burrowing owls.  A draft study plan describing these surveys has been discussed 
with the AGFD and USFWS. Prior to construction of the initial build-out phase of 
the wind park, a total of two years of pre-construction avian use surveys will have 
been completed within this study area.  Data collected during these surveys would be 
incorporated into the final ABPP being prepared for the wind park, and considered 
when implementing the subsequent phases.  These studies have been designed to 
further inform micro-siting decisions prior to construction. 

F-3.1 

The commenter observes that the public would benefit 
from a discussion of available scientific information 
regarding impacts of wind energy projects on bird and 
bat species. It suggests including an assessment of 
mitigation options that avoid or significantly reduce 
impacts on these species. 

Section 
3.2.2.2 

In response to this comment, additional information from publically available 
scientific studies and reports on the impacts of wind energy projects on birds and bats 
have been included in the Final EIS in Section 3.2.2.2.  Avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce impacts to birds and bats were 
included in the Draft EIS as RPMs, and additional measures have been added to the 
Final EIS. Numerous references and literature citations have been provided which 
describe in further detail important components of these topics. 

F-4.17 

The commenter recommends Western include the BA 
and the outcome of its consultation with USFWS in the 
Final EIS. 

Western has completed a BA for the proposed project. The results of the USFWS 
consultations are summarized in the Final EIS.  Western submitted the BA to the 
USFWS on February 9, 2012 with the determination that the proposed project may 
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the Mexican spotted owl. The USFWS 
concurred with this determination in a concurrence letter dated March 12, 2012. 

O-2.2 

Thorough surveys of birds, mammals, plants and other 
wildlife are an essential first step in avoiding and 
minimizing impacts. This includes surveys in all 
seasons to capture migration periods and fluctuations in 
population depending on the season. Surveys should be 
done at night as well as during daylight as migration, 
particularly of birds, often happens at night. Since less 
is known about affected species such as bats, monitoring 
is very important to determine the baseline presence of 
bat species. 

Table 2.7-1  
Section 
3.2.2.2 

Pre-construction wildlife and plant surveys have been conducted, and additional 
studies are currently underway or are planned prior to construction of the initial 
phase of the wind park. Avian surveys were conducted in all seasons for sub-study 
area A. Additional pre-construction bird use surveys will be completed throughout 
the wind park study areas, including:  1) avian use surveys using a similar 
methodology to those completed during 2007-2008, 2) breeding bird surveys 
completed during the early morning period at representative habitats for songbirds, 
and 3) surveys completed to detect nocturnally active species and burrowing owls. 
Bat acoustic surveys were completed in sub-study area A. Additional bat surveys 
including acoustic monitoring and mist-net surveys will be conducted throughout the 
wind park study area. Surveys to document other important wildlife such as prairie 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment Revisions at Response 
dogs were undertaken within sub-study area A and throughout the wind park study 
area. The methodology for these surveys has been discussed with the AGFD and 
USFWS. Prior to construction of the initial phase of the wind park, a total of two 
years of pre-construction avian use surveys will have been completed for the initial 
phase area. Similar surveys will have been conducted for subsequent phase areas 
prior to construction. Data collected during these surveys will be incorporated into 
the final ABPP being prepared for the wind park. 

O-2.16 

Scientific studies indicate that roads and motorized uses 
have serious detrimental effects on habitats and wildlife. 
These effects include direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts, ranging from mortality from collisions with 
vehicles, modification of animal behaviors, altered use 
of habitats, facilitation of the spread of exotic, invasive 
and parasitic species, adverse genetic effects and 
fragmentation of connected habitats. These impacts are 
not limited to paved route networks. Cole states that:  
off-road vehicle impacts are particularly serious and 
difficult to manage. 

Consistent with Foresight’s approach to minimizing impacts, the footprint of the site 
access and service roads were reduced to the extent possible. Table 2.7-1 lists RPMs 
that Foresight has committed to. For example, during construction, Foresight has 
committed to implementing a 25 mph speed limit along the right-of-way and access 
roads to minimize the risk of wildlife collision. Foresight does not anticipate off-
road vehicle use during construction or operations. BMPs for exotic and invasive 
species are included in the RPMs in the Final EIS. 

S-2.1 

The commenter considers the project to be a Category 3 
project under its Wind Guidelines, that is, it has high or 
uncertain potential for wildlife impacts involving birds 
and/or bats, special status species, or other species. 
Indicator project characteristics include number of 
proposed turbines and project size, special status species 
occurring on or adjacent to the site, and the presence of 
current or historic prairie dog colonies that may 
concentrate raptor activity. 

Table 2.7-1   
Section 
3.2.2.2 

The comment is noted. Foresight has been in communications with AGFD since 
2007 regarding the presence of sensitive species and critical habitat, and the conduct 
of avian and bat studies. Foresight has consulted with AGFD and USFWS outside of 
the EIS process to develop wildlife study plans and draft RPMs to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate impacts to wildlife. Foresight is voluntarily developing an ABPP in 
consultation with the USFWS and AGFD.  See Section 3.2.2.2 in the Final EIS for 
information on potential levels of impact on wildlife and habitat. 

T-2.7 

The commenter determined that this proposal will cause 
significant adverse effects to biological resources 
significant to the Hopi Tribe. The commenter stated it 
does not support a crossing of Diablo Canyon, or any 
disturbance within the Canyon or on the east side of the 
Canyon. 

Section 2.6  
Section 
3.3.2.2 

Western has noted the commenter’s support for the No Action Alternative and this 
comment will be taken into account in Western’s decision on whether or not to grant 
Foresight’s interconnection request.  Based on the commenter’s recommendation to 
develop an additional alternative for the development of the proposed wind park, 
Western has revisited its alternatives analysis.  Based on the comment, Western has 
updated the EIS in Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated.  Regarding 
the comments on adverse effects to historic properties, Western’s determinations of 
effect on properties determined to be eligible to the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) will be made in accordance with stipulations in the Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) regarding the construction of the proposed Grapevine Canyon Wind 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

Project. This PA was executed on September 3, 2010. Western's and the Forest 
Service's goal is to achieve a no adverse effect by avoiding National Register-eligible 
cultural resources to the extent feasible and practical. The PA specifically includes a 
stipulation that should historic properties be identified during additional Class III 
inventory, Western, in consultation with Foresight and consulting parties to the PA, 
would attempt to move the impacting activity, modify the activity to reduce or 
eliminate adverse effects, or if possible cancel the activity. Should none of these 
options be possible, Western would prepare a treatment plan following the guidance 
provided in the Historic Property Treatment Plan per stipulations in the PA. 
Regarding the comments on effects to biological resources, raptor nest surveys were 
conducted within a ten-mile buffer of all project components, including in the 
vicinity of the proposed access road crossing of Diablo Canyon.  Sensitive species' 
habitat was also assessed along the primary access route.  No nests or habitat were 
found.  Consistent with Foresight’s approach to minimizing impacts, the footprint of 
the crossing route was reduced to the extent possible.  Additional pre-construction 
clearance surveys are being conducted or are planned for sensitive biological 
resources, in consultation with USFWS and AGFD.  Information collected during 
post-construction studies for the initial phase will help inform siting of subsequent 
phases, and will be reported as part of the ABPP being voluntarily developed for the 
wind park in consultation with the USFWS and AGFD.  Based on these findings and 
consultations, Foresight would implement an adaptive management plan within the 
ABPP if the project impact on birds and bats is greater than expected. 

T-2.10 

Based on potential adverse effect to cultural and 
biological resources, and the lack of alternatives, we 
support the No Action Alternative and recommend 
Western and Forest develop an alternative that defines 
the project area as study area A and eliminates study 
areas B and C from further consideration. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – BATS 

F-3.2 

The commenter states that bats of certain species are 
dying at wind turbines in unprecedented numbers, and 
causes of bat fatalities at turbines remain unclear. It 
recommends that the Final EIS include scientific 
information from studies by Cyran and others that 
synthesize the hypothesized causes of bat fatalities at 
wind turbines, examine mating behavior as causal, and 
identify certain species of bats as highly susceptible to 

Section 
3.2.2.2 

In response to this comment, additional information from publically available 
scientific studies and reports on the impacts of wind energy projects on birds and bats 
have been included in the Final EIS in Section 3.2.2.2.  Avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce impacts to birds and bats were 
included in the Draft EIS as Resource Protection Measures, and additional measures 
have been added to the Final EIS. Numerous references and literature citations have 
been provided which describe in further detail important components of these topics 
(see Section 3.2). 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

mortality at wind turbines. 
The commenter observes that AGFD recognizes 28 The text of the Final EIS has been updated in Section 3.2.1.2 to read: Based on 

S-2.12 
species of bats in Arizona, not 30. AGFD is a more 
appropriate source for information about Arizona's bat 
populations than non-governmental organization (NGO) 

Section 
3.2.1.2 

information from the AGFD, and range maps and species accounts from Bat 
Conservation International (2009), 28 to 30 species of bat are known to occur in 
Arizona. 

sources. 
The commenter states that, “Although “no known bat In response to the comment, text has been updated in the EIS (see Section 3.2.2.2). 
hibernaculum or roosts of importance have been noted No known bat hibernacula or roosts of importance have been noted within the 
within the vicinity of the wind park study area,” it is vicinity of the wind park study area by the AGFD or the USFWS, however, formal 

S-2.13 
important to note that approximately half of AZ’s 28 
species hibernate, and that there are approximately 10 
or fewer known hibernacula for all hibernating bat 

Section 
3.2.2.2 

surveys have not been completed in this area by Foresight or the AGFD to search for 
bat hibernacula or roosts.  Arizona contains few documented hibernacula (ten) and 
the wind park is not situated in an area which would be likely to contain large 

species in AZ; therefore, saying “no known bat hibernacula relative to the surrounding region.  Features with the highest probability 
hibernacula” is certainly not an indication that there’s of containing bat roosts or hibernacula (rocky features with caves or crevices such as 
an absence of those type of roosts (p. 104).” canyon walls, or large snags or loose bark trees) would be avoided by the project. 

The commenter requests the EIS define extraordinary The comment is noted. Foresight defines an extraordinary fatality rate as an 
fatality rate and recommends the rate be defined as two observed fatality rate significantly higher (statistically) than the regional average, as 
or more bats per turbine per year. determined through formal post-construction monitoring studies that incorporate 

carcass searches and bias trials in order to estimate bat fatalities. These post

S-2.14 construction studies would be completed at Grapevine so that operations can be 
evaluated and modified to the extent feasible. Subsequent to receiving this comment, 
Foresight consulted with USFWS and AGFD and received support for developing an 
adaptive management protocol as a component of an ABPP.  The results of post-
construction monitoring studies, including comparable studies, where applicable, 
would be discussed with the AGFD and USFWS. 

The commenter disagrees that the potential for In response to this comment, the high potential for occurrence of big free-tailed bat 
occurrence of the big free-tailed bat (nyctinomops in the project study area is noted as recommended by the commenter. The comment 
macrotis) is moderate. It recommends the potential for references text in the Draft EIS Volume II, Appendix D. 1 p. 53; please note that 

S-2.15 occurrence is high within the project area because this Appendix D.1 was not revised for the Final EIS. The Draft EIS text, Section 3.2.1.2, 
species can fly great distances between roosting and subheading “Bats,” stated that the species was one with the potential to roost or 
foraging areas. forage on the site, therefore, the potential for occurrence consistent with the comment 

was reflected in the Draft EIS text. 
The commenter recommends that the potential for The high potential for occurrence of Allen's big-eared bat, also known as Allen’s 
occurrence of Allen's big-eared bat is high, not low as lappet-browed bat, in the project study area is noted as recommended by the 

S-2.16 indicated in the Draft EIS, because this bat can easily Table 3.2-1 commenter.  The Final EIS, Table 3.2-1, was modified to address this comment 
travel 20 miles one way in a night between forage and (using the name Allen’s lappet-browed bat). 
roosting areas. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

S-2.17 

The commenter disagrees that the project will not affect 
breeding habitat or important potential hibernacula for 
the Allen's lappet-browed bat. This species may pass 
through the transmission line area in transit between 
foraging areas in the surrounding region. AGFD has no 
records for hibernacula used by this species, therefore it 
is impossible to evaluate many issues associated with 
effects to it. The commenter recommends that the 
potential for occurrence of Allen's lappet-browed bat is 
high, not low as indicated in the Draft EIS, because this 
bat can fly long distances between forage and roosting 
areas. 

Section 
3.2.2.2 

In response to this comment, the high potential for occurrence of Allen's lappet
browed bat in the project area is noted as recommended by the commenter. The 
Final EIS has been modified in Section 3. 2.2.2 to include the conclusion that this 
species may pass through the transmission line area in transit between foraging areas 
in the surrounding region. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – RAPTORS AND OTHER BIRDS OF CONCERN 

F-2.11 

The commenter asserts that raptors other than golden 
eagles are a trust species missing from Draft EIS that 
should be addressed more fully rather than left to 
discussion in the appendices. Relatively high raptor 
abundance was documented during avian use surveys 
completed in sub-study area A between 2007–2008 at 
survey locations located near prairie dog towns within 
the proposed project area. Based on the analysis, the 
commenter estimates that up to about 50 raptors could 
be killed annually at 500 MW build-out, with an 
estimated range of 0-175 raptors (90 percent CI). The 
greatest raptor abundance occurred at three plots that 
were within or adjacent to prairie dog towns. Raptors, 
especially golden eagles and red-tailed hawks, will be 
vulnerable to collision with any turbines placed in these 
areas. The commenter requests this issue be addressed 
in the ABPP. 

Table 2.7-1 
Section 
3.2.1.2 
Section 
3.2.2.2 

In response to this comment, text has been updated in Final EIS regarding raptors, 
including golden eagles; refer to revised Sections 3.2.1.2 and 3.2.2.2.  RPMs have 
been developed to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to raptors (see Table 2.7-1).  
Foresight is voluntarily developing an ABPP for the project in consultation with the 
USFWS and AGFD.  Impacts to raptors are included within the ABPP. 

Foresight has designed the initial phase to directly avoid prairie dog towns and raptor 
nest sites, based on the results of spring 2011 field surveys. Discussion about this 
potential impact was also added to the Final EIS in Section 3. 2.1.2.  Similar effort 
would be conducted for future phases. 

F-4.12 

The commenter recommends a discussion in the Final 
EIS of the applicability of the recently finalized USFWS 
permit regulations under the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act for take of eagles on a limited basis, 
provided that the take is compatible with preservation of 
the species and cannot be practicably avoided. 

Section 
1.3.2.3 

Additional text has been added to the Final EIS regarding the BGEPA (see Section 
1.3.2.3). Foresight is working in consultation with USFWS to address recent Federal 
draft guidance for eagles. Additional surveys and evaluation for golden eagles are 
being conducted, in consultation with USFWS. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment Revisions at Response 

S-2.7 

Golden eagles should be considered a special status 
species per AGFD's State Wildlife Action Plan and the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. The Draft EIS 
underestimates the potential for negative impacts on 
golden eagles. 

Section 
3.2.1.2 
Section 
3.2.2.2 

In response to this comment, text has been updated in the Final EIS regarding golden 
eagle; refer to revised Sections 3.2.1.2 and 3.2.2.2. 

S-2.11 

The commenter's own surveys located active prairie dog 
colonies in study area C as well as study area A that is 
referenced in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS states that 
the risk of raptor mortality would be lower in study 
areas B and C based on the assessment that prairie dog 
numbers are lower in these locations. This assertion is 
made without the benefit of inventory for either area B 

Section 
3.2.1.2 

Additional prairie dog town mapping has been completed throughout the wind park 
study area since this comment was received. The EIS has been updated to include 
this information in Section 3.2.1.2. Additional avian surveys are underway such that 
two years of pre-construction survey work will be completed for the initial phase and 
subsequent phases to characterize species use. Studies will include prairie dog town 
mapping. 

or C. The presence of prairie dogs in area C, in addition 
to the topographic features within study area B, indicate 
that the risk of raptor mortality may be similar or even 
greater in study areas B and C than it is in study area A. 

F-2.4 

The commenter recommends correcting the EIS to state 
that USFWS authorizations include the MBTA and the 
BGEPA in addition to the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). 

Table 1.3-1 

In response to this comment, the EIS has been modified to address this comment, 
including an update to Table 1.3-1. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment Revisions at Response 

F-2.27 

The Draft EIS does not specifically discuss Birds of 
Conservation Concern, which are demonstrating 
population declines and may be considered for 
candidate status under the ESA in the future.  The 
project area lies at the edge of Bird Conservation 
Regions 16 and 34.  Specifically, the piñon jay may be 
at relatively high risk of collision with project 
infrastructure. Foresight may want to specifically 
address how to minimize impacts to this species in the 
ABPP. 

In response to this comment, text regarding USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern 
has been updated in the Final EIS in Section 3.2.1.2 to address this comment. 
Although a total of 196 observations of piñon jay were made during avian use 
surveys completed between 2007–2008 at Sub-study area A, only 11.2 percent of 
these observations were of birds flying within the proposed wind turbine generator 
rotor swept area, characterized in the report as the Zone of Risk. West Inc. maintains 
a proprietary database of post-construction monitoring studies and performed a query 
on August 11, 2011. This review found 74 public reports of post-construction 
fatality monitoring studies of operating wind projects in North America of which 
zero piñon jays were reported as wind turbine casualties. These results do not 
suggest that the species may be especially prone to wind-turbine collision. 
Nonetheless, additional surveys are underway which will provide further information 
on the relationship between site characteristics, bird use and abundance, and the 
project. Post-construction surveys would be completed at the project which would 
provide information on the fatality rate of piñon jays observed at the wind park study 
area. Foresight is voluntarily developing an ABPP in consultation with the USFWS 
and AFGD, which will provide for consultation during ABPP implementation and 
project operation. Information collected during additional surveys will be 
incorporated into the plan and additional mitigation measures may be developed 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

F-3.9 

The commenter asserts that USFWS Birds of 
Conservation Concern is a trust species missing from 
Draft EIS that should be addressed more fully rather 
than left to discussion in the appendices. These species 
are demonstrating population declines and may be 
considered for candidate status under the ESA. 
Abundance of birds, particularly passerines, was 
substantial at point count plot nine, averaging 36 birds 
per 20 minutes of survey. The commenter recommends 
that vegetation, topography, and other site 
characteristics be scrutinized to determine why avian 
abundance is higher at this site and possibly sites with 
similar characteristics that were not surveyed. Wind 
turbine generator siting should be avoided until 
additional surveys indicate whether high levels of bird 
mortality are likely. The commenter suggests that the 
ABPP review these data as well as displacement 
impacts to birds, and propose construction and site 
management practices to reduce these effects. 

based on the results of these surveys as part of the adaptive management protocol. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – BIG GAME 

O-2.15 

The commenter is particularly concerned about the 
impact of this project on the pronghorn on Anderson 
Mesa, “There has been considerable controversy to 
date regarding the decline of this herd and the impacts 
of livestock grazing. The numbers have significantly 
dwindled. Pronghorn are especially sensitive to roads 
and fences. This project includes construction of a 
transmission line through Anderson Mesa and the heart 
of some pronghorn habitat. The construction…entails 
building a road under the lines.” 

The comment is noted, and Foresight is in consultation with AGFD regarding 
pronghorn.  Project planning would take into consideration minimization efforts to 
reduce impacts to wildlife. The Draft EIS concluded that effects would be minor 
because the proposed project is not in a major migratory route. Construction may 
result in short-term changes in pronghorn movement or behavior if pronghorn occur 
in the project area during construction, as discussed at response O-1.1 in Table 10.2
2 (RPMs, Big Game).  Regarding project operation, location, and siting, RPMs are 
intended to avoid or minimize impacts on wildlife, including migratory large 
mammals.  Operation of the tie-line and switchyard would also not be expected to 
have an effect on pronghorn populations. Given the small acreage of grassland 
habitat impacted by these two facilities, and the fact that this habitat type is abundant 
throughout the region, the Anderson Mesa pronghorn population trends and habitat 
viability would not be impacted by construction or operation of the tie-line and 
switchyard. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

S-2.10 

The commenter states that the Draft EIS underestimates 
the uncertainty regarding potential negative impacts the 
project may have on big game and their habitats. AGFD 
recommends Foresight support further research 
designed to better understand the impacts of wind 
project construction and operation on big game 
including pronghorn. It requests the opportunity to 
discuss funding for its research proposal. AGFD is 
aware of only one study, conducted by West, Inc. in 
Wyoming where pronghorn populations are generally 
larger, that indicates some big game resilience to wind 
development. AGFD data demonstrate that individual 
animals move through all three study areas but do not 
assess the degree to which pronghorn utilize the area or 
measure the potential impacts of development on their 
movement, behavior, or reproductive success. 

Western has revisited its analysis on big game and their habitats and believes that the 
Final EIS appropriately addresses effects to big game.  The Draft EIS concluded that 
effects would be minor because the proposed project is not in a major migratory 
route. Construction may result in short-term changes in pronghorn movement or 
behavior if pronghorn occur in the project area during construction, as discussed at 
response O-1.1 in Table 10.2-2 (RPMs, Big Game). Regarding project operation, 
location, and siting, RPMs are intended to avoid or minimize impacts on wildlife, 
including migratory large mammals. Operation of the tie-line and switchyard would 
also not be expected to have an effect on pronghorn populations. Given the small 
acreage of grassland habitat impacted by these two facilities, and the fact that this 
habitat type is abundant throughout the region, the Anderson Mesa pronghorn 
population trends and habitat viability would not be impacted by construction or 
operation of the tie-line and switchyard. 

The commenter's request for funding is outside the scope of the EIS process, but the 
commenter's reference of prior studies addressing effects to big game is appreciated. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES – GOVERNMENT TO GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION 

F-4.23 

Include a copy of the PA in the Final EIS, and describe 
the process and outcome of government-to-government 
consultation between Western and each of the Tribal 
governments within the project area. Specifically, 
issues that were raised and disposition of those issues in 
relation to the proposed action and selection of a 
preferred alternative should be discussed. 

Section 
1.4.3 
Section 
3.3.2.2 

The PA is not part of the project’s EIS review, but is a separate consultation process. 
The PA replaces the Section 106 process and includes commitments among 
Foresight, Western, and the Forest Service to involve the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office, and Tribes in 
determinations regarding the effects to any properties for or eligible to the NRHP. 
Western would manage construction of the proposed switchyard. The Applicant 
would manage construction of the wind park and transmission tie-line. The 
Applicant’s, Western’s, and the Forest Service’s goal is to achieve a no adverse 
effect by avoiding National Register-eligible cultural resources to the extent feasible 
and practical. The PA provides a process to:  1) identify previously recorded cultural 
resources and traditional cultural properties; 2) review reports of its archaeological 
identification efforts (Class III surveys); 3) determine eligibility for National Historic 
Register nomination of sites that would be unavoidably affected; and 4) move, 
modify, or cancel impacting activities to reduce or eliminate adverse effects to 
historic properties.  Most of these activities would take place subsequent to the Final 
EIS. If Western cannot avoid an eligible historic property during construction of the 
proposed switchyard, or if the Applicant cannot avoid an eligible property during 
construction of the proposed wind park and transmission tie-line, a comprehensive 
Historic Properties Treatment Plan would be prepared and implemented. Tribes have 
been invited to participate in cultural resource surveys, and Hopi and Zuni members 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

participated in field visits to date.  A summary of the government-to-government 
consultation process was added to the EIS in Section 1.4.3 in response to this 
comment.  The PA will be incorporated in the project record and is referenced in the 
EIS, but is not included in the Final EIS. 

T-1.1 

The proposed actions for the...project will not have an 
effect [emphasis original] on the White Mountain 
Apache Tribe's Cultural Heritage Resources and/or 
historic properties and at this point we do not believe it 
is necessary to contact and/or include the Tribe any 
further. Regardless, we further recommend that any/all 
ground disturbance should be monitored if [emphasis 
original] there are reasons to believe that human 
remains and/or funerary objects are present. If such 
remains and/or objects are encountered, all construction 
activities should be stopped and the proper authorities 
and/or affiliated Tribe(s) be notified to evaluate the 
situation. 

In accordance with the PA, the White Mountain Apache Tribe will be informed of 
progress of the project through the Western and Forest Service consultation process. 
If any sites of Apache ancestry are discovered, Western or the Forest Service would 
contact the Tribe. Tribes also have been invited to participate in cultural resource 
surveys, and Hopi and Zuni members have participated in field visits to date.  If there 
are reasons to believe that human remains and/or funerary objects are present, 
Western would oversee the development of a comprehensive HPTP. The specific 
strategies proposed would be developed in consultation with the PA signatories. 
Also, if such remains and/or objects are encountered, construction would be 
immediately halted and further construction would not be allowed within 200 feet of 
the discovery until a cultural resource specialist arrives to assess the discovery.  If 
human remains and/or objects are encountered on Forest-managed lands, the Forest 
Service would address in accordance with the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act. Pursuant to A.R.S. §41-844 and §41-865, an agreement 
regarding the treatment and disposition of human remains, funerary objects and 
objects of cultural patrimony would be developed by the Arizona State Museum for 
State and private land. T-3.1 

The (Navajo) Nation notes that the project area lies 
within both private and State trust lands, so it wants to 
emphasize its concern that there are numerous cultural 
sacred sites and request that the Navajo Nation be kept 
updated on the project's progress. 

T-3.2 

If the proposed project inadvertently discovers Navajo 
habitation sites, plant gathering areas, human remains 
and objects of cultural patrimony, the Nation's Historic 
Preservation Department, Traditional Culture Program 
requests that it be notified in accordance with the Native 
America Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. 

T-2.2 
The Hopi Tribe does not believe the PA will ensure 
protection of National Register-eligible archaeological 
sites and Traditional Cultural Properties as asserted. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES – ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS 

T-2.1 

The Hopi Tribe considers the effects to Cultural 
Resources, areas of interest to Native Americans, and 
visual impacts on Traditional Cultural Properties to be 
adverse. 

Section 
3.3.2.2 

The Tribe's comments have been received and reviewed.  Class III Cultural Resource 
and Traditional Cultural Properties surveys for all potentially affected areas would be 
completed prior to project construction.  For the EIS, a Class I records review has 
been completed for the up-to-500 MW project evaluation area, and a Class III 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment Revisions at Response 

T-2.3 

Only a small percentage of the evaluation area has 
received a Class III survey, and therefore the Hopi Tribe 
does not believe the Draft EIS statement that, “There 
would be no significant impacts to, or loss of a site of 
archaeological, Tribal or historical value that is listed, 
or eligible for listing, on the NRHP,” or that “there 
would be no adverse effect on cultural sites.” The 
commenter maintains this determination is based on 
insufficient data and is premature. 

pedestrian survey has been completed for project elements on Forest-managed lands 
as well as the site access road. Western's and the Forest Service's goal is to achieve a 
no adverse effect by avoiding National Register-eligible cultural resources to the 
extent feasible and practical. The PA specifically includes a stipulation that should 
historic properties be identified during additional Class III inventory, Western in 
consultation with Foresight and consulting parties would attempt to move the 
impacting activity, modify the activity to reduce or eliminate adverse effects, or if 
possible, cancel the activity. Should none of these options be possible, Western 
would prepare a treatment plan following the guidance provided in the HPTP per 
stipulations in the PA. The EIS has been revised in Section 3.3.2.2 and the 
statement, "Any unavoidable adverse impacts to cultural resources cannot be 
determined until the results of the Class III Survey and Traditional Cultural 
Properties Survey are completed,” has been removed since the PA includes 
stipulations to address discoveries and unanticipated effects, in addition to the 
stipulations defined above. T-2.4 

The Draft EIS acknowledges, “Any unavoidable 
adverse impacts to cultural resources cannot be 
determined until the results of the Class III Survey and 
traditional Cultural Properties Survey are completed.” 
On page 194, however, the Draft EIS asserts, “Because 
the proposed action is not likely to destroy NRHP-
eligible sites, there would be no direct contribution to 
cumulative effects to cultural resources.” 

T-2.5 

Therefore, we have determined that the project would 
cause significant adverse effects to biological resources, 
Hopi ancestral National Register-eligible archaeological 
sites, and Hopi Traditional Cultural Properties. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment Revisions at Response 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

B-1.1 

The commenter has no objection to the 
project overall, but having wind turbines 
extending 250–300 feet over the rim of 
Meteor Crater within just two or three 
miles would be very distracting to its 
visitors. Meteor Crater is a National 
Natural Landmark, and people come from 
all over the world to visit our location. 
When viewing the Crater, visitors are 
typically looking south or west. Having 
turbines on land that is within five miles 
south and west of Meteor Crater would be 
detrimental to the visitor's experience and 
could negatively affect our business. If 
turbines are located five miles or more 
from the location, the visitor experience 
would not be greatly affected because the 
intrusion into the viewshed would be 
much less. 

Section 
3.12.2.2 

The Draft EIS notes that Meteor Crater is a National Natural Landmark designated 
by the National Park Service, and evaluates Meteor Crater visual resources and the 
potential for the project to impact visitors' experience.  In evaluating impacts, the 
Draft EIS focused on views of the wind park from the Visitor Center patio and the 
rim of the crater that would experience minor and moderate adverse impacts, 
respectively. 

The relevant standard is the Coconino County Comprehensive Plan, Diablo Canyon 
RPA goal:  “Facilitate the development of alternative energy projects while 
maintaining the integrity of the ranches and preserving aesthetics and views.”  This 
goal is further defined by the policy that wind projects “shall be located at least one 
mile from major travel corridors, such as I-40 and SR 87.” The proposed project is 
consistent with this County goal.  The EIS concludes that the permanent change 
created by introducing broad visual contrast into the natural landscape is an adverse 
impact that is minor to moderate (depending on the location of the viewer) and 
unavoidable.  However, the changes that will occur with the wind park would not 
result in a deterioration of natural values on which the landmark designation is based. 
While the wind park would change the views at middle (0.5 to 4 miles) and 
background (beyond 4 miles) distances, the WTGs are not within the Meteor Crater 
boundaries and do not change the geologic features of the site.  In addition, the 
WTGs locations and distance from the Meteor Crater are such that they would not be 
noticeable in the foreground views.  In summary, Western determined that the WTGs 
would change the views from the site, but would not significantly impact the visitor’s 
experience because the visitor’s focus is on the crater itself and its history and 
geology.  While visitors may enjoy the middle and background views from the site, 
those are not the primary features of the site.  Finally, Foresight will consult with the 
management of Meteor Crater Enterprises during final design of the wind park to 
minimize visual impacts to middle and background views to the extent feasible. 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

WATER RESOURCES – WETLANDS 

F-4.3 

The commenter observes that the Draft EIS presents 
contradictory information on the presence of woody 
wetland habitat and requests clarification whether 
wetlands are present in the Grapevine Canyon Wind 
Resource Area and the project evaluation area. 

Section 
3.6.2.2 

The Draft EIS did not identify wetlands within the project evaluation area. Rather, 
the impact analysis was based on existing remote sensing databases (as described in 
Sections 3.2.1.2 and 3.6.1.1). The 2001 National Land Cover Database (NLCD) 
developed from Landsat images was referenced to characterize the effected 
environment. The 2001 NLCD uses 21 class definitions to describe land cover types 
across the United States, including Woody Wetland that is defined as, "Areas where 
forest or shrub land vegetation accounts for greater than 20 percent of vegetative 
cover and the soil or substrate is periodically saturated with or covered with water." 
This classification was mapped along the bottom of Grapevine Canyon, Canyon 
Diablo, and Jack Canyon. While wetland is in the title classification name, this 
mapping does not define whether wetlands exist within the limits of the project but 
rather establishes the potential for wetlands to occur. The Draft EIS also references 
the National Wetland Inventory which did not identify any vegetated wetland types 
within the limits of the project but did call out man-made stock ponds as potential 
impoundment areas. The Final EIS includes additional information about wetlands 
and waters of the U.S. in Section 3.6.2.2 and Table 3.6-3 based on a jurisdictional 
and wetland delineation performed for the wind park study area. 

O-1.2 

The EIS states that:  Wetland delineations have not been 
performed at this time but will be completed prior to 
project construction within areas subject to disturbance. 
Wetlands and riparian areas are extremely important and 
limited habitat types. The EIS should disclose if 
wetlands and riparian areas will be impacted. These 
areas should be located and any potential impacts 
disclosed for consideration prior to a final decision on 
the project. 

Section 
3.2.1.2 
Section 
3.6.2.2 

In response to this comment, a wetland delineation was performed for the wind park 
study area and the results are described in the Final EIS at Section 3.6.2.2. 
Information about wetlands and riparian areas is also found at Section 3.2.1.2.  

WATER RESOURCES – WATERS OF THE U.S. 

F-4.4 

The commenter recommends consultation with the 
Army Corps of Engineers to determine if the proposed 
project requires a Section 404 permit. 

Table 2.7-1 
Section 
3.6.2.2 

Foresight met with Arizona Branch of USACE and its project Manager for Coconino 
County in November 2010. A Section 404 permit will be required for the project. 
USACE indicated that individual phases of development could be considered for 
separate permits, provided the phases could be deemed separate and complete. For 
the initial phase to be separate and complete, the application would include the initial 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

Comment 
No. 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment Revisions at Response 

F-4.8 

The commenter recommends that project alternatives be 
evaluated for compliance with Clean Water Act (CWA) 
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines for specifying disposal 
sites for dredged or fill materials. To demonstrate 
compliance, any permitted discharge must be based on 
the least environmentally damaging and most 
practicable alternative available to achieve the project 
purpose. 

wind turbine area, the access and service road, collection system, transmission tie-
line, and other related infrastructure in the initial phase area. Western will have 
responsibility for 404 compliance for its switchyard. The project anticipates 
projected impacts consistent with a nationwide permit for the initial phase and one or 
more subsequent phases, under current standards and under the pending standard 
updates scheduled for 2012. Under a nationwide permit a mitigation plan is not 
typically required. Project design is the least environmentally damaging and most 
practicable design available to achieve the project purpose. It takes into 
consideration the avoidance and minimization of impact to water resources. The 
project would comply with Section 404(b)(1), to the extent necessary, and the 
appropriate nationwide (or individual) permit will be in place prior to construction of 
the initial and subsequent phases. The Final EIS includes an additional RPM to 
ensure impacts would be minimized for jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

F-4.5 

The commenter states that the results of a jurisdictional 
waters delineation by the USACE should be included in 
the Final EIS. 

In response to this comment, an assessment of jurisdictional waters was prepared for 
the project study area in accordance with USACE Regulatory Guidance Letter 08-02. 
A preliminary jurisdictional determination was submitted to the USACE for the 
initial phase of the project in August 2011. The application included the initial wind 
turbine area, transmission tie-line, access road to the project, service roads, collection 
system, and step-up substation areas. The USACE determination is a separate 
process from the EIS analysis and the results may not be available at the time the EIS 
is published. A separate assessment for jurisdictional waters would be prepared for 
subsequent phases, once initiated. 

F-4.6 

The commenter is concerned that the impacts to aquatic 
resources, particularly in the wind park, may be 
underestimated. It recommends characterizing the 
functions of any aquatic features that could be affected 
by the project that are determined not to constitute 
waters of the United States. 

Section 
3.6.2.2    
Table 3.6-3 

In assessing potential impacts to aquatic resources, it is useful to know that the 
dominant terrain where disturbances would be made generally constitute rolling 
scrub-shrub plains. The run-off discharges from these plains accumulate into 
topographic depressions and generally direct flow to the Diablo and Grapevine 
canyons. As flow accumulates, upland depressions transition to more defined 
washes and scour of the surficial soil unit and underlying sandstone/limestone 
formations is present. Some of the formations show signs of an ordinary high water 
mark. Others do not. In response to this comment, a table was prepared for the Final 
EIS to depict estimated impacts to waters for the build-out area that would be 
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Resource Analysis Comment Responses 

TABLE 10.2-3 
COMMENT RESPONSES – RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Comment 
No. Comment Revisions at Response 

F-4.7 

The commenter recommends the Final EIS include a 
table and clear narrative on the direct, indirect, 
secondary, and temporary impacts to waters, including 
wetlands, from infrastructure, particularly roads.  It 
recommends quantifying the potential impacts to waters 
of the U.S. and discussing the steps that would be taken 
to avoid and minimize impacts, including mitigation 
plan as required by USACE and EPA regulations. 

developed in the initial phase. The project anticipates projected impacts consistent 
with a nationwide permit for the initial phase and one or more subsequent phases, 
under current standards and under the pending standard updates scheduled for 2012. 
The RPM added to the Final EIS is based on a three-tiered approach to minimizing 
impacts.  The tiered approach focuses on:  1) avoidance as the primary mechanism to 
limit impacts to jurisdictional waters; 2) where avoidance cannot be achieved, 
impacts are minimized through configuration of project to minimize the quantity of 
jurisdictional waters impacted; and 3) the implementation of engineering controls to 
further limit impacts where practicable.  Engineering controls include culverts and 
low water crossings to maintain the flow conditions to downstream reaches and 
energy dissipation treatments where discharge estimates (for storms up to and 
including the 100-year return storm event) indicate erosive conditions may exist. 

F-4.9 

The commenter recommends the Final EIS provide 
additional information on the functions and locations of 
ephemeral washes in the project area and their 
hydrologic and biogeochemical roles in relationship to 
higher-order waters downstream. 

F-4.10 

The commenter recommends that ground disturbance be 
minimized in ephemeral washes to reduce impacts. 
Potential damage that could result from the disturbance 
of flat-bottomed washes includes adequate capacity for 
flood control, energy dissipation, sediment movement, 
and high-value habitat for desert species. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

F-4.24 
The commenter recommends that an illustration of the 
location of the Sunshine Wind Project be added to the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

Figure 4.2-1 
A map which shows the location of the Sunshine Wind Project is included, see 
Figure 4.2-1. 

S-2.9 
Golden eagles should be considered in the cumulative 
effects analysis. 

Section 
4.2.3.2 

Based on this comment, the cumulative effects Section has been updated to address 
golden eagles. Additional text has been added to Section 4.2.3.2 
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10.3 COMMENT DOCUMENTS 

Western received 15 comment documents (letters, emails, comment card, and hearing testimony) as of 
September 7, 2011. It received three additional agency documents as of September 13, 2010 and included 
these in its review. All materials are listed in the Comment Document Index (Index) below and 
reproduced here. 
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